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Glossary 
 
Balai TNGM Merapi National Park central office 
Bu A way to address married females 
Desa Village 
Dusun Subdivision of village 
Forum Merapi Merbabu Hijau Local conservation organization, organizes tree 
planting activities 
Jurang Jero Area of national park located in Magelang and located 
near Ngargosoko 
Kali Putih Dry river in Jurang Jero where sand is mined 
Masyarakat Petuli Api Local conservation organization, assists national park 
local office with guarding the forest and conservation 
Pak A formal way to address males 
Rp Indonesian Rupiah 
Semarang A city north of Ngargosoko 
Taman Nasional Gunung Merapi Also known as Merapi National Park or TNGM 
Toleransi Agreement between national park local officers and 
local people which allows small-scale sand mining in 
Jurang Jero 
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Ijo Alasku, Mulyo Uripku: My Green Forest, My Prosperous Life 
Introduction            
 
The title of this dissertation ‘Ijo Alasku, Mulyo Uripku: My Green Forest, My Prosperous 
Life’ is derived from a sign located at the entrance of the national park where I conducted my 
research. The sign, which was placed there by the Ministry of Forestry in Indonesia, indicates 
that having a green forest means having a prosperous life. In some cases this may be true, but 
is it also the truth for this national park? How about local people who depend on the forest for 
their livelihoods? This thought never left my mind and has proven to be an interesting aspect 
of my research about the management of Merapi National Park, and its relation with sand 
mining activities happening within the borders of the national park. 
 
Indonesia is widely recognized as a country with one of the highest rates of biodiversity in 
the world. Natural resource management in Indonesia has changed dramatically in recent 
years and continues to change (Indrawan et al. 2014). For instance, in 1980, the first five 
Indonesian national parks were established. This number had increased to 41 in 2003. Nine 
more national parks were created in 2004, making it a total of 50 parks covering 15 million 
hectares (Indahnesia.com 2010; Isnaini 2006). However, the establishment of national parks 
does not mean that conservation projects are always successful. Many conservation projects 
have both failed and succeeded (Indrawan et al. 2014). A large aspect of this is the 
involvement of local people, for instance in decision-making or by using local skills 
(Mohammed and Inoue 2014). It is argued that local communities are in harmony with nature 
and have been living sustainably on their native lands for generations (Orlove and Brush 
1996; Dowie 2009). On the other hand, arguments are made that local communities have 
always modified their environments. Local communities are most likely to use resources 
sustainably when this benefits their livelihoods, rather than the single objective of 
conservation (Smith and Wishnie 2000).  
 Involving local people and their interests in natural resource management is therefore 
considered to be beneficial since local people have knowledge about their environments and 
are committed to their ecosystems as a source for livelihoods (Orlove and Brush 1996). Some 
authors also suggest this strategy has a higher rate of acceptance and consequently a greater 
conservation value (Cinner and Aswani 2007). Conservation projects where power and 
responsibility is shared between stakeholders such as the government, NGOs, research 
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organizations and local people is known as ‘co-management’. In co-management there are 
several different local interests and government agencies involved, meaning that it cannot be 
seen as an interaction between a unitary State and a homogeneous community. Co-
management is therefore a continuous problem-solving process, rather than a fixed state 
(Carlsson and Berkes 2005). Consequently, local people’s interests and their responses to 
environmental degradation should first be understood within their specific context, before 
involving them in natural resource management (Agarwal 1997). By answering the following 
research question, I hope to add to the different debates surrounding protected areas and 
natural resource management, co-management, and livelihood strategies: 
 
‘How do small-scale sand mining activities conflict with the management of Taman Nasional 
Gunung Merapi?’ 
 
Three sub-questions are used to find an answer to the research question: 
1. What is the history of Taman Nasional Gunung Merapi and what do local people 
know about the national park? 
2. How is Taman Nasional Gunung Merapi managed and who are involved? 
3. What is the role of sand mining in the livelihood strategies of people in Ngargosoko? 
 
These sub-questions also guided me during my field research. In January 2014, I traveled to 
the city of Yogyakarta, Indonesia, for the Yogyakarta Field School, coordinated by Leiden 
University and Gadjah Mada University. I followed a three week Bahasa Indonesia course 
after which I set out to the field at the beginning of February. I finished my field research end 
of April, 2014. While conducting my field research, I lived in Ngargosoko, a village 
consisting of 625 households. Ngargosoko is located in Magelang Regency, north of 
Yogyakarta. It is also located near the top of Merapi volcano, the most active and dangerous 
volcano in Indonesia.  
Merapi National Park, also known as Taman Nasional Gunung Merapi (TNGM) is a 
conservation forest and was established in 2004. It is an area of 6,410 hectares around Merapi 
volcano (Humaidi 2013). Of the 50 national parks in Indonesia, TNGM is one of the smallest 
national parks. To give a perspective, it is much smaller than Gunung Palung National Park, 
the smallest national park in Kalimantan with an area of 90,000 hectares (Indahnesia.com 
2010). Taman Nasional Gunung Merapi is located in four regencies: Sleman regency 
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(Yogyakarta falls under this regency), Klaten regency, Boyolali regency, and Magelang 
regency (where Ngargosoko is located). The mission of those managing TNGM is to develop 
protection, conservation and rehabilitation activities in TNGM, to collaborate with local 
communities in conservation and capacity building, and to develop institutional capacity and 
management cooperation between those involved in the management of TNGM (Suryawan 
2013).  
 
Taman Nasional Gunung Merapi is an interesting context for researching natural resource 
management, co-management and livelihood strategies because local populations did not 
agree with the government to make their land a national park. Local people, who are mostly 
farmers, had their farms there and relied on this area as a source of livelihoods. They were 
worried that with the establishment of TNGM, they would lose their right to use the natural 
resources within the park (The Jakarta Post 2006). What is more interesting, is that currently, 
the main source of income for most families in Ngargosoko is small-scale sand mining. This 
activity is illegal according to the written rules and regulations of TNGM. However, it is 
possible because national park local officials have an agreement with local people which 
allows them to enter TNGM on a daily basis and mine sand in a dry river. The fact that this 
activity is happening within the boundaries of the national park therefore contradicts the aim 
Image 2: TNGM in Sleman, Klaten, 
Boyolali, and Magelang 
Image 1: Location of Ngargosoko at the  
boundary of TNGM. A larger photo can be  
found on page 43 
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of conserving and protecting natural resources in TNGM, and the reason why Taman 
Nasional Gunung Merapi was established. 
 In addition, the topic of small-scale sand mining activities in TNGM is interesting 
because in-depth studies of small-scale mining communities are rare. Only a limited number 
of micro-level socio-economic studies have been conducted, as well as studies on the 
livelihood strategies of specific communities whose members are involved in small-scale 
mining. Although some studies have researched the needs of people living in small-scale 
mining communities, the focus has mainly been on macro characteristics of the mining sector 
(Centre for Development Studies Swansea 2004: 4). There are various definitions of small-
scale mining. Generally, small-scale mining refers to mining activities done by individuals, 
groups, or families with minimal or no mechanization. It is often done in the informal 
(illegal) sector of the market (Hentschel et al. 2002: 4). This is the description of small sand-
mining I use. However, throughout this dissertation I refer to ‘sand mining’ and not ‘illegal 
sand mining’. To write ‘illegal’ implies that sand mining is forbidden but local officers of 
TNGM allow it to happen. This is why I have decided to take away the negative aspect of the 
term as many families from Ngargosoko rely on this livelihood activity as the main source of 
income, and I do not want to portray them negatively.  
 
With this dissertation, I therefore hope to contribute to the limited number of studies 
conducted on small-scale sand mining in combination with the debates on protected areas and 
natural resource management, co-management, livelihood strategies, and gender and the 
environment. The next chapter, the theoretical framework, outlines these concepts and 
debates in more detail. They form the background of my field research and guide the answer 
to my research question. The following chapter on methodology and ethical issues explains 
which methods I used in the field and how I dealt with aspects such as language issues, my 
role as a research, and ethics. The list of informants is useful to understand who I my 
informants are and which research group they fall under. I use pseudonyms to protect the 
identities of my informants. The fourth chapter, ‘Forestry in Indonesia’, gives a contextual 
overview of Indonesia’s forestry laws and regulations, as well as forest degradation and weak 
governance. Chapter five, ‘Jurang Jero, Taman Nasional Gunung Merapi: Aku Tidak Tahu’, 
answers the first sub-question1 and explains how TNGM became a national park and how 
                                                          
1 What is the history of Taman Nasional Gunung Merapi and what do local people know about the 
national park? 
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local people reacted to this. It also shows what local people (and people from Ngargosoko 
specifically), know about TNGM’s rules and regulations. The title of this chapter emphasizes 
the confusion between the two names for the same area, as well as the most common answer 
received when asking local people about the national park: “I don’t know”. The sixth chapter, 
‘Problems Discovered’, answers the second sub-question2 and explains  in greater detail how 
Taman Nasional Gunung Merapi is managed in terms of its zoning system, boundaries, and 
rules and regulations. It also highlights who are involved in this management, the problems 
they encounter, and their relationship with natural resource protection. The seventh chapter, 
‘Ways Of Making A Living’, answers the third sub-question3. It chapter focusses on sand 
mining in TNGM and sheds light on how people from Ngargosoko make a living. The last 
chapter discusses my findings in the field in relation to the concepts and debates outlined in 
the theoretical framework. It also provides and answer to the research question, as well as 
recommendations for further research. 
 
The following dissertation is the result of many months of preparation, time spent in the field, 
unforgettable memories, late nights, procrastination, and the endless support of my 
supervisors, friends and family.  
 
 
                                                          
2 How is Taman Nasional Gunung Merapi managed and who are involved? 
3 What is the role of sand mining in the livelihood strategies of people in Ngargosoko? 
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1. Theoretical Framework 
Concepts and debates          
 
The following chapter gives insights into the different concepts and debates used to guide this 
research. The first section is about protected areas and natural resource management4. It 
explains that protected areas are an important part of resource conservation strategies. The 
debate on the position of local people in protected areas is also highlighted. The next section 
focusses on co-management. It explains that in this management system, power and 
responsibilities are shared between multiple actors at multiple levels. Although local 
communities are involved, they should be approached as heterogeneous entities. The third 
section covers livelihood perspectives. It brings attention to (the background of) the term and 
debates regarding local people’s livelihood strategies and conservation. The last section is 
about gender and the environment. It explains different views on men and women’s 
relationships with their environments and concludes that people’s responses to their 
environment should be understood within their specific context. 
 
Protected areas and natural resource management 
People have been dependent on ecosystem services all throughout history. At the same time, 
people have been changing ecosystems to meet demands for food, water, timber, etc. 
resulting in “substantial and largely irreversible biodiversity loss” (Takem and Ngala 2013: 
525). In order to bring nations together to come to global agreements about preventing further 
biodiversity loss and to look for solution, in 1992 the Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro was 
held. As a result, the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) was adopted. In its objective 
to conserve biological diversity, protected areas are recognized as an influential aspect in 
achieving this objective (Takem and Ngala 2013). Protected areas “conserve biodiversity, 
safeguard ecosystem health and provide an array of many ecosystem services, and they house 
human communities, providing livelihoods and sustenance” (Ganatsas et al. 2013: 152). 
Brockington et al. (2008) explain that protected areas (PAs) are all the national parks, game 
reserves, national monuments, forest reserves and other places for which governments 
provide special protection from human activity (Brockington et al. 2008). The World 
                                                          
4 Many authors use the term ‘governance’ instead of ‘management’. I prefer to write about 
management because this term is mostly used in anthropological articles about natural resources and 
conservation.  
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Conservation Union’s (IUCN) definition for a protected area is “an area of land and/or sea 
especially dedicated to the protection and maintenance of biological diversity, and of natural 
and associated cultural resources, and managed through legal or other effective means” 
(Naughton-Treves et al. 2005: 229). Over the past 25 years, the number of PAs has increased 
dramatically. As of 2005, there are more than 100,000 PAs covering 17.1 million km2 or 11.5 
percent of the earth’s terrestrial surface (Naughton-Treves et al. 2005: 220). There are several 
categories of protected areas, as is reflected in the definition of IUCN. These range from 
“wilderness” zones, which only park guards (and sometimes scientists) are allowed to enter, 
to community conserved areas, which are managed by local people. The goal of these 
protected areas is always to protect and preserve biodiversity (Dowie 2009).  
 There is both support for and criticism of protected areas. Parks protect ecosystem 
services (such as water), they are sources of genetic diversity for food crops, they are sources 
for medicinal sciences, they provide recreation (tourism), etc. (Brockington et al. 2008). 
However, the main problem often discussed is that parks cause eviction and displacement, 
denying local people access to their sources of livelihood. According to Chapin (2004), local 
populations have become increasingly hostile towards international conservation 
organizations such as Conservation International, The Nature Conservancy, the Worldwide 
Fund for Nature, the African Wildlife Foundation, and the Wildlife Conservation Society, 
because they pay little attention to the land rights or traditional ways of living of inhabitants 
of protected areas (Chapin 2004 in Dowie 2009). 
 
Determining the effectiveness of protecting and maintaining biodiversity is therefore an 
important issue. According to Ganatsas et al. (2013) to allow protected areas to be as efficient 
as possible, managers and policy-makers need information on “the threats and stresses that 
they face. Lack of information on natural resource management may lead to unsustainable 
outcomes such as inequitable and overuse of resources, livelihood insecurity, conflicts and 
collapse of existing natural resource management systems” (Ganatsas et al. 2013: 152). 
However, conservationists often disagree about the best way to manage protected areas. An 
aspect of this is the debate on positions of local people in protected areas. In 1982, at the 
World Parks Congress in Bali, the general agreement was that protected areas in developing 
countries will only survive if they address human concerns  (Naughton-Treves et al. 2005: 
227). Only since the last decade have conservationists started admitting that the establishment 
of protected areas has had negative impacts on its (former) inhabitants. The view that 
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conservation is about preserving wilderness has been so dominant in this debate that 
conservationists have been reluctant to acknowledge that local peoples have rights in 
protected areas (Colchester 1997). At the World Parks Conference in 2003, Nelson Mandela 
asked conservationists to take into account rural economies and to treat local communities 
more fairly when creating new parks and game reserves. According to South African 
President Thabo Mbeki: 
 
“Mere exhortations to poor people to value and respect the ecosystems contained within national 
parks will not succeed. It is critically important that alternative means of livelihoods be found for 
the poor of the world, so that they are not forced to act in a manner that undermines the global 
effort to protect these ecosystems, driven by hunger and underdevelopment” To which Nelson 
Mandela added “I see no future for parks, unless they address the needs of communities as equal 
partners in their development” (Dowie 2009: xviii-xix). 
 
In light of these debates on local people’s positions in protected areas, many developing 
countries have adopted decentralization reforms regarding natural resource management 
(Nathan et al. 2007). According to Mohammed and Inoue (2013), “in the context of natural 
resource governance, decentralization can be defined as any act by which a central 
government cedes decision-making rights over resources to lower-level actors and 
institutions, and in the process, reshapes power and accountability relationships among 
involved actors. It is a political and economic process that implies a redistribution of power 
and to different actors including community organizations” (Mohammed and Inoue 2013: 
808). Decentralization of natural resource management can improve livelihoods of resource 
users in developing countries as natural resources have a certain history and local people have 
traditional ways of managing these resources (Mohammed and Inoue 2013). Mohammed and 
Inoue (2014) argue that by using these local skills and information, the ultimate goal of 
decentralization of forest management is to obtain positive social outcomes such as 
alleviating poverty and improving local livelihoods, as well as positive environmental 
outcomes such as improving and conserving forests. They add that “empowering local people 
in local decisions results in more effective local investments and management, and 
ultimately, in more socially and environmentally sustainable development” (Mohammed and 
Inoue 2014: 191). However, Nathan et al. (2007) point out that local communities can contain 
conflicting interests with minority interests being ignored, and can be influenced by local 
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elites. In addition, decision-makers are likely to exploit natural resources when this is more 
profitable than preserving them if they are not affected by direct costs. 
 
Co-management  
Anthropologists have also stressed the increasing importance in the involvement of local 
populations in conservation and protected areas because they have cultural knowledge about, 
and are committed to their ecosystems as a source for livelihoods (Orlove and Brush 1996). 
Local populations have adjusted their ways of living to their environment. Their relationship 
with their land has a long history, resulting in strong ties to their lands and detailed 
knowledge of their resources. This knowledge has been handed down and improved from 
generation to generation5 (Colchester 1997). Nazarea (2006) argues that local knowledge and 
cultural memory are crucial factors in the conservation of biodiversity because they are fluid, 
situated and resilient (Nazarea 2006: 318).  
 Conservation projects where power and responsibility in natural resource management 
is shared between the government and local peoples can be found in multi-level governance 
systems and is also known as ‘co-management’6 (Schröter et al. 2014). The concept of co-
management is common in natural resource management literature, especially in relation to 
fisheries and forestry (Harkes 2006). The World Bank has defined co-management as “the 
sharing of responsibilities, rights and duties between the primary stakeholders, in particular, 
local communities and the nation state; a decentralized approach to decision making that 
involves the local users in the decision making process as equals with the nation-state” 
(Carlsson and Berkes 2005: 66). Although the definition only mentions a collaboration 
between the state and resource-users, it also involves other stakeholders including different 
government agencies, NGOs, research organizations, and civil society in general (Evans et al. 
2011). Multiple actors at multiple levels interact continuously to solve problems and adjust 
activities so that they can respond to changing circumstances (KimDung et al. 2013). 
                                                          
5 This is only part of a debate which will be explained in more detail in ‘livelihood perspectives’ on 
page 16. 
6 Schröter et al. (2014) state that although multi-level governance unites different levels in 
environmental governance, its definition can be confusing when relationships between local 
communities and the government are included. This is why I follow Schröter et al. (2014) and Berkes 
et al. (1991) and understand multi-level governance as co-management (Schröter et al. 2014: 3), and 
define and use the term ‘co-management’ hereafter. 
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However, the more parties become involved, the more difficult it is to have a successful 
management institution without excluding certain parties (Harkes 2006).   
 There are several forms of co-management; although they illustrate the diversity of 
co-management, it is difficult to distinguish in practice. As a consequence, Plummer and 
FitzGibbon (2004) developed a framework that incorporates several interests and inputs, the 
operationalization of power and a process of learning how to adjust and adapt (KimDung et 
al. 2013). The five characteristics that Plummer and FitzGibbon (2004) identify are pluralism, 
communication and negotiation, transactive decision-making, social-learning, and shared 
actions or commitments. Pluralism is the inclusion of various interests and/or inputs (such as 
participants) in the process of co-management. Communication and negotiation relates to 
information exchange between several parties through dialogue to gain consensus or shared 
understanding. Transactive decision-making refers to decision-making through dialogue 
involving pluralistic inputs and multiple knowledge systems contributing to more efficient 
co-management processes. Social-learning is the gaining of knowledge by participants by 
sharing values, developing strategies, implementing actions, and reflecting upon feedback. 
Lastly, shared actions or commitments refers to the commitment and/or undertaking of 
activities by participants in collaborative forms of management (Plummer and FitzGibbon 
2004: 880; KimDung et al. 2013: 619). 
Expectations of co-management are high among conservationists because of the 
participation of local peoples. It would lead to a more democratic and efficient management 
system (Harkes 2006). Some authors also suggest that this strategy has a higher rate of 
acceptance because it uses local knowledge, and therefore has a greater conservation value 
(Cinner and Aswani 2007). Cook (1991) argues that the sustainability of a project is 
dependent on local participation in its management. Stimulating local interests will help in 
maintaining the project. However, the term ‘participation’ here points to a spectrum of 
situations in which local peoples are completely powerless in decision making, to situations 
where they are in charge. Local peoples’ participation in the management of protected areas 
is often required by government programs but it is still unknown how it is put into practice 
and what effect it has (Minter et al. 2014).  
Important to remember however, is that the process of co-management is complex in 
that communities and governments are not one-dimensional or homogeneous. Within 
communities, there are often divisions and power issues based on gender, ethnicity, age, or 
social class. In addition, in a region the group of resource users often consists of people from 
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different backgrounds and various communities, meaning that this group of resource users 
cannot be recognized as one single community or one partner in co-management. A group of 
local people in co-management must therefore be approached as heterogeneous, and not a 
homogeneous and static entity (Harkes 2006: 40). 
 
Livelihood perspectives 
Livelihood perspectives have played a central role in development discussions and practices 
in the past ten years; many conservation and development projects from the past decade 
mention livelihoods approaches, methods and frameworks. Scoones (2009) calls ‘livelihoods’ 
a mobile and flexible term because it can be used in combination with all sorts of other terms 
to construct different fields of development inquiry and practice. These can be related to 
locales such as rural or urban livelihoods, social difference such as gendered or age-defined 
livelihoods, directions such as livelihood pathways or trajectories, dynamic patterns such as 
sustainable or resilient livelihoods, and so on (Scoones 2009: 172).  
 The basis of livelihood perspectives is simply how “different people in different 
places live” but there are a number of different definitions given in the literature; for 
example, “the means of gaining a living” or “a combination of the resources used and the 
activities undertaken in order to live” (Scoones 2009: 2). The diversity of ways in which 
people make a living entails a complex web of activities and interactions. Different strategies 
affect livelihood pathways in different ways, which is often the focus of livelihoods analysis.  
 The term ‘sustainable livelihoods’ first gained meaning after the publication of the 
Brundtland report in 1987. The Brundtland report contained a vision for development that 
was people-oriented, with the starting point being the rural realities of poor people 
(Swaminathan et al. 1987 in Scoones 2009: 175). Chambers used this theme often in his 
writing and wrote an influential book called Rural Development: Putting the Last First 
(Chambers 1983). In 1992, Chambers and Conway wrote a working paper for the Institute of 
Development Studies containing a definition of sustainable livelihoods which is often used in 
literature today: 
 
“A livelihood comprises the capabilities, assets (including both material and social resources) and 
activities for a means of living. A livelihood is sustainable when it can cope with and recover 
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from stresses and shocks, maintain or enhance its capabilities and assets, both now and in the 
future, while not undermining the natural resource base”7 (Carswell 1997 in Bryceson 1999: 4). 
 
This concept was visualized in frameworks; schematic figures that portrayed livelihoods as a 
flow of activities. The different figures represented the key elements. However, it was not 
intended to illustrate reality in a specific context. “It was rather an analytical model to lay out 
the complexity of livelihoods, understanding influences on poverty and identifying where 
interventions can best be made” (Farrington et al. 1999 in De Haan 2007: 3). This analytical 
model has by some been deemed useful as the focus on sustainable livelihood perspectives in 
rural development has made a difference since the 1990s. Aid money was spent efficiently, 
local contexts were understood better and marginalized people were involved in plans and 
decision making (Scoones 2009: 181).  
Today, livelihoods is also a recurring theme in debates about local people’s livelihood 
strategies and conservation.8 Some scholars claim that local communities live in harmony 
with nature and thus do not threaten the continued existence of certain plant and animal 
species. This claim is based on four arguments as shown by Orlove and Brush (1996). Firstly, 
human populations have been present virtually throughout all of the earth’s surface for a long 
time, suggesting that the threats to species do not come from small-scale native populations. 
Secondly, local peoples’ environmental knowledge is rich in detail. Thirdly, based on this 
knowledge, local populations have specific management practices that maintain plant and 
animal populations. And lastly, local populations have many religious beliefs and ritual uses 
concerning plants and animals, assuring their commitment to the conservation of these 
species (Orlove and Brush 1996: 335). Dowie (2009) argues that some communities have 
been living sustainably for generations on their native land. Pieces of land with a healthy 
biota and a community of people who have been living there for generations show that there 
is a connection between the livelihood strategies of those people and the high biodiversity. 
This is why local peoples are sometimes presented as ‘ecologically noble savages’, whose 
cultures are close to nature (West et al. 2006: 256). 
 On the other hand, claims are made that communities have always modified their 
environments, for instance by enhancing short-term gains with the loss of environmental 
                                                          
7 This definition has  been adapted and used by Scoones (2009) as well. 
8 I chose to use the term ‘local peoples’ (and variations) instead of indigenous peoples because there 
are many areas whose inhabitants are not indigenous (Orlove and Brush 1996). By using the term 
‘local peoples’ I generally refer to the inhabitants of an area. The term ‘indigenous’ is complex and 
has its own debates, which are not relevant to my research. 
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stability and biodiversity preservation as a consequence. The extinction of certain species are 
blamed in part on human behaviour, such as hunting in the pre-historic past. Studies of 
hunters have shown that they tend to have a greater concern for optimizing short-term return 
rather than guaranteeing long-term conservation. In addition, some inhabitants grant large 
timber cutting or mining concessions on their lands (Orlove and Brush 1996: 335). In 
conservation programs wherein conservationists see local populations as damaging to their 
environment and threats to their own livelihoods, this sometimes results in the relocation of 
entire communities from their lands in order to preserve the environment, in the form of 
protected areas (West et al. 2006). In order to justify this displacement, many conservation 
biologists argue that humans and wilderness are incompatible. By farming, hunting, and 
gathering in protected areas, humans are ensuring a decline in biodiversity (Dowie 2009). 
 Smith and Wishnie (2000) contribute to this debate by adding that conscious 
sustainable use of resources involves actions or practices that prevent or reduce resource 
depletion and environmental damage; however, these actions must be designed to do so. 
Voluntary sustainability by inhabitants is thus rare. Sustainable use of resources (which does 
not necessarily imply that this is done consciously) is widespread due to factors such as low 
human population density, low demand for a certain resource, and limited technology, and 
may indirectly result in biodiversity preservation. Local peoples are also more likely to act in 
sustainable ways for their livelihoods, rather than with the single objective of preservation. 
Therefore, arguing that local communities have been living sustainably for generations only 
means that their way of managing resources may have had sustainable consequences without 
being designed to do so (Smith and Wishnie 2000: 501-502).  
 
Gender and the environment 
Ecological sustainability has been given more and more attention through different policies 
worldwide. Ecological sustainability is related to the interactions between an ecosystem and 
its inhabitants. There are different levels and types of interactions, such as the different ways 
in which men and women interact with their environment. Arguments have been made that 
women from rural locations relate to the environment in an intimate way, which is often 
different from men. There are several criteria which assess the closeness of the relationship 
between women and forests: “first, the question of dependence and survival; second, the 
division of labour and actual forest-related jobs (who does what); third, the place that the 
forest plays in popular culture, and the different roles ascribed to the forest (e.g., the 
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traditional role of hunting, or the forest divinities, and how the forest is portrayed in 
literature, songs, stories, etc.); finally, the amount of time that women (and men) spend in 
forest areas and their knowledge of tree species, plant life, forest products, etc.” (Dey 1997: 
136-137).  
An example of these interactions is the romantic view of gender-specific patterns of 
occupation where men generate income and women take care of household livelihoods. In 
foraging communities, the common idea is that work such as gathering wild plants, fruits, and 
nuts is mostly done by women (Wickramasinghe 2004). Women thus usually conserve and 
manage natural resources for meeting the needs of the family while natural resource use by 
men is more often related to earning an income (Rajvanshi and Arora 2011). These roles are 
defined by their communities, have been influenced by their traditions, experiences, and 
knowledge, and have been socially accepted (Wickramasinghe 2004). Women’s knowledge 
about their environments allows them to use natural resources for, for instance, collecting 
medicinal plant species which are used for maternal health care, as well as common and 
minor illnesses. Consciously conserving the environment is thus an important issue for 
women as the degradation of biodiversity and ecosystem services will force them to travel 
further and spend more time collecting natural resources (Rajvanshi and Arora 2011).  
This romantic view that women generally conserve and manage natural resources can 
be used as an argument for the claim that women are closer to nature than men. The notion 
that women are the primary users and managers of the environment at the local level became 
powerful in certain development debates since the 1980s. Together with the increase in global 
environmental concern, ‘women, environment and development’ (WED) perspectives caught 
the attention of many donor agencies and NGOs (Leach 2007). Leach (2007) argues that the 
basis for WED was the gender division of labour, which is a rather static conception of 
women’s roles. The focus was mostly on women’s activities, without considering men. Most 
importantly, women were portrayed as a homogeneous group (as were men). As a result, a 
boundary between men and women appeared, and connections between men and their 
environments became invisible (Leach 2007: 79).  
Agarwal (1997) therefore argues that people’s responses to environmental degradation 
should be understood within their specific context; how people interact with their 
environment and depend on its resources. Not all women have the same commitment to 
environmental conservation and it is not just women who can have this commitment. Men 
have also been known to respond to deforestation by containing and reversing this process. 
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This can be due to their dependence on natural resources for income, and timber for house 
repairs and agricultural tools. A case study of tribes in Bihar, India, by Kelkar and Dev (1991 
in Dey 1997) found that men and women share various tasks and responsibilities. According 
to Dey (1997) it is thus “a fallacy” that only men hunt and only women gather. Women can 
also hunt while men can also take part in gathering forest products and household activities 
such as preparing meals and taking care of children (Dey 1997: 138). 
Both men and women can thus be interested in protecting the environment for their 
livelihoods. Women’s and men’s relationships with the environment therefore emerge from 
the social context of dynamic gender relations (Leach 2007). Leach (2007) also argues that 
this shows the heterogeneity of women, “pointing out the very different interactions with 
land, trees, water, and so on, associated with women of different ages, backgrounds, wealth 
and kinship positions – differences which apply to men too” (Leach 2007: 74). By looking at 
ways in which tenure, labour division, resources and decisions shape people’s environmental 
commitments, and how rights and responsibilities regarding the environment are dependent 
on kin and household arrangements, there is a shift in focus from roles of men and women to 
relationships between men, women and the environment (Leach 2007: 75). 
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2. Doing Research: The How, Why, and Why Not 
A reflection on methodology and ethical issues       
 
My qualitative research methods and ethics, are an integral part of my research and of 
anthropology itself. Before I left for Indonesia, I had carefully outlined in my research 
proposal which methods I was going to use to gather different information. What I had not 
properly anticipated however, was the language aspect. I was going to follow a three week 
Bahasa Indonesia course in Yogyakarta and thought I would be able to conduct my research 
after this. However, this was not the case as my language skills were very basic. Luckily, this 
did not turn out to be such a big issue as it could have been; during my research in 
Ngargosoko, I had the pleasure of working with two research partners. Dimas and Fitri are 
bachelor studenst at Gadjah Mada University in Yogyakarta and were going to conduct 
research in the same area. I found out that Dimas is actually from a neighboring village of 
Ngargosoko, which turned out to be very useful in not only having a place to live, but also for 
making contacts and scheduling the first interviews. I realized that my language skills were 
sufficient for informal conversations, but not for interviews. My informants did not speak 
English, and the language spoken in my research area was mostly Javanese, a different 
language from Bahasa Indonesia. Dimas helped me a lot as a translator throughout my field 
research. In the beginning, we had difficulties finding a way to conduct interviews that 
worked best for us. Eventually, this worked itself out. In addition, I sometimes found that 
instead of translating the exact words of my informant, Dimas would be giving his own 
analysis. I tried to solve this by explaining to him the importance of making my own analysis 
and by talking about what we expected from one another. Fitri mostly helped me during my 
first two weeks in the field by translating Indonesian texts to English such as the signs at 
Jurang Jero and Indonesian literature. In return, I helped her translate Dutch historical texts 
about Mount Merapi to English. 
 Dimas also helped, and joined me during participant observation, which was my main 
method. Participant observation, is accepted as the central and defining method of cultural 
anthropology (DeWalt and DeWalt 2011: 2). During my three months in the field (from 
February until April 2014), participant observation was part of my daily routine. Participant 
observation means taking part “in the daily activities, rituals, interactions, and events of a 
group of people as one of the means of learning the explicit and tacit aspects of their life 
routines and their culture” (DeWalt and DeWalt 2011: 1). I was able to communicate with my 
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informants about themselves and their activities (explicit aspects), and observe what was 
happening in reality and my informants were not consciously aware of, such as habits (tacit 
aspects). Participant observation allowed me to experience how it was like to go to Jurang 
Jero by truck and see the working conditions, observe certain payments at the entrance of the 
national park, have (and listen) to conversations, think about effects on the environment, etc. 
It was also a useful method in establishing and maintaining rapport as it allowed me to 
interact with my research population on different levels; as researcher, as learner, and as a 
friend.  
Although participant observation was a constantly used method, I had to adjust my 
methodology when the focus of my research changed. My research methods had to be 
modified according to what I encountered in the field and the information I wished to gather. 
Entering the field was very different from what I had envisioned in my research proposal. 
Because I thought there would be villages inside the national park, I had planned to look for 
those who could give me the best access to the research population (gatekeepers), such as the 
national park staff. I wanted to hold structured interviews with them to build trust and 
rapport, and through them gain access to the research area and population. However, in 
practice this happened very differently as there are no villages inside TNGM and this had not 
been considered beforehand. Therefore, I first had to make sure that I could live in one of the 
surrounding villages. Dimas introduced me to Pak Arif, who is a leader of a part of 
Ngargosoko and a friend of Dimas’s father. Pak Arif allowed me to stay at his house. This 
was a big advantage since Pak Arif is a respected and liked man in the village. Since he 
trusted me and I was staying at his house, it was easy for me to gain the trust of people living 
in Ngargosoko and as well. This desa has a strong connection with the national park as some 
of its inhabitants are sand miners or have connections with the national park staff. 
Furthermore, Pak Arif is in charge of the sand depot which is part of a small sand mining 
business. Therefore, some of these people were the ones who then provided me with access to 
the national park and its staff. The snowball method was an effective method in this. 
In my proposal I had thus outlined how I would gain access to different groups of 
people and which interview methods I would use for this. However, I realized that whether to 
hold an informal, structured or unstructured interview was very much dependent on the 
person I encountered in the field and the type of information needed. Some people gave more 
information in a very informal setting while from others I needed specific information which 
could best be asked in a structured interview. During unstructured interviews I used a topic 
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lists to guide the interview but I left space for the informant to talk about matters that were 
important to them (DeWalt and DeWalt 2011). It allowed people to express themselves in 
their own terms (Bernard 2011). Structured interviews allowed me to have more control over 
the interview by asking guided questions. This type of interview was mostly used to obtain 
background information on certain topics, to follow up on unclear data, or to obtain 
information that was still missing.  
Because my initial research focused on women, I had also proposed to conduct in-
depth research about livelihood strategies of women; using systematic observation and a 
time-allocation study to see what these women do and how much time they spend on various 
livelihood activities. However, this focus on women was for my research no longer relevant. 
Although livelihood strategies were still relevant for my research and the aspect of gender 
was not thrown out the window completely, I decided to use interviews and observations to 
find out which livelihood activities various women find most important for themselves and 
for their husbands. I also tried to link this to the management of TNGM.  
Other than participant observation and one-on-one interviews, I also used informal 
group interviews to gain new insights into the sand mine and the national park. This was an 
effective method because it allowed me to listen to various opinions about this livelihood 
strategy and watch sand miners react to one another. Similarly, when speaking to staff of the 
national park central office, group discussions were highly effective. Information was 
gathered here through discussions instead of interviews because the staff was also very 
interested in my opinion about the sand mining issue and conservation of TNGM. It showed 
that they trusted me and I was able to ask questions about more sensitive aspects of the topic, 
such as corruption, sand mining as an ‘illegal’ activity and the consequences if the sand mine 
would be closed. In addition, knowledge mapping was used to have a clearer understanding 
of the different institutions involved in the management of Merapi National Park. It gave an 
overview of which institutions have which responsibility and why the communication 
between them is not very effective.  
The section above shows that certain methods were more suitable for certain groups 
of people and information, than others. Sometimes planned methods also did not work out 
and other methods seemed more efficient. The following table gives an overview of the 
methods used during my field research for different groups of people. 
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Table 1: Overview of the methods used for different research groups 
Research group Methods 
Sand miners Participant observation, interviews (informal, structured, 
unstructured), informal group interviews 
Women (and female 
stone-miners) 
Participant observation,  interviews (informal, structured, 
unstructured) 
Local forest guards hired 
by local office 
Participant observation,  interviews (informal, structured, 
unstructured) 
National park local staff Participant observation, interviews (informal, structured, 
unstructured), knowledge mapping 
National park central 
office staff 
Group discussions, knowledge mapping 
 
Important to remember however, is that conducting research is not only about which methods 
you use, but also about how you use them. An aspect of this are cultural norms and values. 
Besides helping me with my research, Dimas also taught me cultural ethics about for instance 
shaking hands, saying thank you, and what to say when leaving. This prevented me from 
breaking any norms and values, and strengthened my method of participant observation. 
Since my Dimas was from the area, he did not have any trouble adjusting to a different 
culture and was easily accepted by people from Ngargosoko. He was able to use this towards 
our advantage during my research. During the early stages of my research, the following 
scenario happened which really let me see the value of my research partner: 
  
We left my house to interview one of the sand miners at another house when my Dimas 
exclaimed: “Oh! I forgot my cigarettes, I will pick them up first”. I asked him: “Can’t you do 
without?” after which he simply said “no”. When we finished the interview and had left he 
told me: “See, he was hesitant to talk but I started smoking and he joined me. That’s how you 
get them to talk”.  
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During this interview we actually obtained new and important information about money 
issues and the national park. I also learned that smoking could be a big aspect of gaining 
trust. Since I am not a smoker myself, my Dimas was a great help in this. In the end, having 
research partners had its ups and downs, but I can say that I could not have done my research 
without them. 
 
The ethical dimension 
While conducting field research, I was guided by the AAA Code of Ethics (2012). Deciding 
which ethical standards to apply and why, is mostly dependent on the research field and 
subjects. Although these ethical standards can be determined in part by the frameworks 
mentioned in the guideline, the research field and subjects had an influence on my ethical 
choices (AAA Code of Ethics 2012).  
 Before, and while entering the field, I thought about these ethical standards and how I 
would apply them. One of the principles in the AAA Code of Ethics (2012) is to be “open 
and honest regarding your work” (AAA Code of Ethics 2012: 5). This means being clear and 
open about the purpose of your work and methods involved. However, this seemed to be in 
conflict with a practical issue I encountered. To be able to enter Indonesia for a longer period 
of time, I applied for a Social Cultural visa and not a Research visa9. Thus, I technically did 
not have official permission to do research and was encouraged to say that I was doing a 
training in anthropological research methods (which is true). While meeting Pak Arif, Dimas 
explained to him that I would be staying for two months. Somehow “doing research” became 
part of our conversation and Pak Arif did not seem to have a problem with this. I figured that 
my explanation of “training in anthropological research methods” would be more of a 
concern in situations with direct contact to governmental institutions and that it did not really 
matter in this little village at the top of Mount Merapi. I therefore decided to be open and 
honest with everyone I encountered, so that I would not violate this principle, and luckily, 
this did not cause any problems with my visa.  
This openness however, also had an impact on the way I wanted to– and was going to 
establish myself in the field. I did not just want to be known as ‘the researcher’ but I wanted 
to learn and experience daily life. I wanted to let people know that I was conducting research 
                                                          
9 Application for a research visa takes approximately four months and has to go through several 
institutions in the Netherlands and Indonesia. On top of this, an interview has to be conducted in 
Indonesia before the visa is granted.  
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but that I also wanted to be their friend. Pak Arif let me stay at his place on the condition that 
I would go out for walks and get to know people. He told me to introduce myself or “nod and 
smile”. This allowed me to establish a certain trust with people in the village. At some point 
in my research period, I had the feeling that they had gotten used to me being there and I 
started hanging out with people as a friend. Sand miners would ask me if I would be joining 
them to Jurang Jero because they knew I enjoyed going there and watching them, and they 
liked my company as well. 
 At this point I also had to remind myself again of the ethical issue of informed 
consent. I had already established informed consent at the start of my research, during 
informal conversations and before interviews, by letting all my informants know what I was 
researching, why, and what role they would play in this. However, I had to be careful that 
those who I was working with and saw me as a friend, did not forget that I was also a 
researcher. I subtly reminded my informants of this by always carrying a small notebook with 
me and visibly taking notes. Although it was possible that people would not always fully tell 
the truth because of this, I thought it was ethically correct to reveal my intentions throughout 
my research period.  
 Informants who were not fully telling the truth was something I had to deal with a 
number of times during my research. During my data gathering I stumbled upon some 
comments about corruption; someone was allegedly pocketing the money paid at the gate of 
the park. This was very interesting data since it pushed my research into the direction of the 
‘way things are done’ around the national park. However, I had difficulties trying to check 
the validity of this data. How could I research this further without asking too sensitive 
questions? According to the AAA Code of Ethics (2012) “anthropologists should not only 
avoid causing direct and immediate harm but should also weigh carefully the potential 
consequences and inadvertent impacts of their work” (AAA Code of Ethics 2012: 4). 
Following this ethical standard, I decided that this topic was too dangerous and complicated 
to fully research and I would never fully find out whether this data was valid or not. I did not 
want my work to have negative consequences for relationships between certain people in the 
national park and mining business. Therefore, I decided not to use this data as a main finding 
but as extra information to support other findings. This way, I refrained from doing anyone 
harm, including myself.  
 Now that I am finished with my field research, my ethical duties are not over. I spent 
two months among people who trusted me and let me do my research in their area, meaning 
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that I have a certain responsibility and reciprocity towards these people. I have an “ethical 
obligation to consider the potential impact of both my research and the communication or 
dissemination of the results of my research” (AAA Code of Ethics 2012: 5). As the nature of 
my research10 can be regarded as a little sensitive, I have decided to keep the anonymity of 
my informants. It is unethical to knowingly misrepresent information or the source; however, 
it is possible to modify or generalize evidence or information in certain situations. The use of 
pseudonyms will make the identification of my sources more difficult and protect 
confidentiality up to a certain level (AAA Code of Ethics 2012). I write “a certain level” 
because I have chosen to reveal my area of research. I am well aware that this may be 
contradictory to my goal of protecting my informants identity; however, my research is based 
on a physical place. Without describing this area, I am not able to argue why my research is 
important. Anyone willing to further my research and retrieve the identity of my informants 
thus may, or may not, be capable of doing so. I trust however, that this person will do this 
with care and have the primary goal of not harming them.  
 With the use of modern day technology and Facebook, I am able to keep in touch with 
my informants and friends. I see this as a responsibility I have towards them because I have 
changed their lives as much as they have changed mine. It is not only strange for me to go 
back to my normal life but it is also strange for them to not see me around anymore. Keeping 
in touch shows them that I did not only ‘use’ them to obtain information but that I am 
genuinely interested in them, their lives and their environment.  
                                                          
10 (Illegal) sand mining 
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3. List of informants 
 
Bu Cinta Husband is a sand miner, has never been to Jurang Jero, owns a field 
but farming does not provide enough income 
Bu Aditya Husband is a sand miner, owns a field but farming is not enough to 
sustain her family 
Bu Putri Owns a field, together with her husband she works in their field all year 
round 
Bu Aini My only informant who is currently a female miner, husband passed 
away, needs income from mining to pay for education of her children 
Bu Dewi Husband works “with the law”, owns a field 
Bu Ria 50+ years old 
Pak Bakti Sand miner 
Pak Dennys Leader of Ngargosoko, leader of Masyarakat Petuli Api 
Pak Adi Employee of national park central office 
Pak Raharjo Employee of national park central office 
Pak Agus Driver of truck and sand miner 
Pak Faisyal Employee of national park local office 
Pak Leo Public figure, hired by national park local office as a forest guard 
Pak Arif My host, owner of sand depot 
Pak Sapto Leader of national park local office 
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4. Forestry In Indonesia 
A contextual overview          
 
Before proceeding to the findings in the field, this chapter gives contextual information about 
forestry in Indonesia in general. The first section explains Indonesia’s forestry laws and 
regulations, in particular the Basic Forestry Law No 5/1967 from Suharto’s New Order 
Regime and the Indonesian Forestry Law No 41/1999, as well as Presidential Instruction No 
4/2005. It clarifies the consequences of these laws for forest management, such as the 
government responsibilities in the eradication of illegal logging. The first section also gives 
an overview of several other laws and regulations concerning forestry in Indonesia. The 
second section goes into more detail about the degradation of forest resources as a result of 
weak governance and lack of transparency in decision-making.  
 
Indonesian forestry laws and regulations 
In 1967, Suharto’s New Order Regime declared the Basic Forestry Law No 5/1967 (UU RI 
No 5/1967). Through this law, the forestry policy in Indonesia became centralized and as a 
result, communities were denied involvement in forest management. As a consequence, the 
government claimed ownership of about 75 percent of Indonesia’s forests. According to the 
Central Statistics Bureau of Republic Indonesia, in 1967, 21.2 percent of Indonesia’s 
population lived around forests and were some of the poorest people in the country. Many of 
these people had forest dependent livelihoods (12.3 percent), worked in the forestry 
department (7 percent) and were dependent on agro forestry systems (59.8 percent). Under 
this forest management policy by the government, no areas were allocated to be used and 
managed by these communities. This led to conflicts in natural resource management (Isnaini 
2006: 83).  
 In 2000, Indonesian Forestry Law No 41/1999 was implemented to manage the forests 
in Indonesia, replacing the Basic Forestry Law which had a larger focus on timber 
management instead of conservation. The new Forestry Law of 1999 however, includes more 
policies oriented towards conservation (Forestry Legality Allegiance n.d.). For instance, it 
divides forests into the categories conservation forests, protection forests, and production 
forests. Conservation forests includes wildlife sanctuaries, natural reserves, and hunting 
parks. National parks consequently fall under natural reserves and are therefore conservation 
forests (Suryawan 2013). In addition, the Forestry Law of 1999 allows the Ministry of 
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Forestry to determine and manage Indonesia’s Kawasan Hutan, or Forest Zone. However, 
under this law, the Indonesian government did not fully decentralize and distribute authority 
to central and provincial levels. The new Forestry Law acknowledges the Ministry of 
Forestry as the main authority to all matters concerning forests (Forestry Legality Allegiance 
n.d).  
 As well as the increased attention towards conservation in this Forestry Law, 
Presidential Instruction No 4/2005 establishes the government’s responsibilities and its 
commitment towards “eradication of illegal logging in forest areas and distribution 
throughout the territory of the republic of Indonesia” (Forestry Legality Allegiance n.d.). In 
this policy, several ministries and governmental heads are ordered to take action against 
everybody executing activities such as harvesting or collecting timber, without having rights 
or proper licenses, buying or selling illegally collected timber, carrying harvesting or 
transport equipment in forest areas without authorized certificates, etc. (Forestry Legality 
Allegiance n.d.). 
 In addition to above mentioned laws and policies, there are many more related to 
national park management. Isnaini (2006) conducted a review of policy documents as part of 
her research about the establishment Mount Ciremai National Park, in West Java, and 
community forest management rights. Her review of several forestry laws and regulations is 
applicable to Merapi National Park as it also includes other forms of exploitation. The 
following table is helpful in understanding and analyzing natural resource management in 
TNGM and the relationship with livelihood strategies of people living in surrounding 
villages. The table below is the outcome of Isnaini’s work and will be used in the discussion 
and conclusion chapter. 
 
Table 2: Policy Review (Isnaini 2006: 91-93) 
Topics Law/Regulation Content 
Participation Government Law No 5/1990 
• Section 37, Subsection 1-3 
Government will involve 
community in biodiversity 
conservation and ecosystem with 
appropriate activities. This law 
improves community capacity and 
their awareness through education 
and information. 
Responsibilities Government Law No 5/1990 Biodiversity conservation and the 
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at different 
levels 
• Section 4 ecosystem are government and 
community responsibilities 
Government Law No 22/1999 
• Section 7, Subsection 2 
• Section 119, Subsection 1 
Delegation of authority from the 
Ministry of Forestry to district and 
municipal government in the 
management of forest land. The 
duties of authorities include setting 
out policy for national and local 
planning and development control, 
local fiscal balance, state 
administration system and state 
economic agency, empowering 
human resources, using natural 
resources and strategic use of high 
technology, conservation and 
national standardization. The 
purpose is to enhance effectiveness 
in managing forest for local 
development. 
The Basic Forest Law No 41/1999 
• Section 60, Subsection 1 
• Section 61 
 
Government Regulation No 
68/1998 
• Section 11 
Ministry of Forestry still has 
responsibility in controlling forest 
management by local government 
and forest enforcement activity. 
Ministry of Forestry has authority 
to manage Nature Reserves and 
Wildlife Reserves. 
Presidential Decree No 32/1990 
• Section 39, Subsection 1 
The Basic Forest Law No 41/1999 
• Section 62 
• Section 63 
• Section 66, Subsection 1 and 2 
The protected area forestlands in 
Indonesia can be managed by third 
parties. However, the process of 
interviewing and supervising 
management activity is the 
responsibility of the Ministry of 
Forestry, local government and 
communities. 
Management 
goals 
Government Law No 5/1990 
• Section 2 
• Section 3 
• Section 5 (c ) 
The objectives of biodiversity 
conservation and the ecosystem 
are to achieve sustainable 
biodiversity and equitable 
ecosystems in natural resources 
management and to increase 
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community livelihoods and human 
quality of life. 
Exploitation Government Regulation No 
34/2002 
• Section 15 
• Section 16 
• Section 18 
• Section 20 
• Section 18 
• Section 19, Subsection 1 and 2 
Approved Protected Forest area 
exploitation includes: 
a. Land utilization 
b. Environment services and 
utilization (nature recreation, 
adventures sport, carbon trade 
and forest and environment 
rescue) 
c. Non-timber forest product 
(herb medicine cultivation, 
plant cultivation, mushrooms 
cultivation, bee and honey 
cultivation, wildlife sanctuary 
and swallow nest breeding) 
Exploitation of protected forest 
area should not diminish the 
main protection function of the 
forest. It should also not damage 
the landscape. 
The Basic Forest Law No 41/1999 
• Section 38 
Presidential Decree No 32/1990 
• Section 38, Subsection 2-4 
Mining as a form of forest land 
utilization is allowed only in 
production forest and protected 
forest. It can be permitted in 
accordance with other regulations 
and when mineral deposits, water 
springs and other natural resources 
are indicated to be of high value to 
the state. 
When mining activity occurs in a 
protected area, the responsibility to 
protect and sustain the environment 
lies with mining management. They 
have to preserve the aims of the 
protected area. 
Zoning Government Law No 5/1999 
• Section 32 
National parks are managed by 
zoning systems including main 
(protection) zones, exploitation 
zone plus other zones as needed. 
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A sad truth 
As a result of the first Basic Forestry Law No 5/1967 from Suharto’s New Order Regime, 
various management regimes and classifications aimed to protect 91.4 percent of forests 
under government control. These included conservation areas (21.1 percent) protected forest 
areas (26.5 percent), production forests (25.2 percent), limited production forests (14.7 
percent), and production forests that could be used or converted for other purposes (12.3 
percent) (Isnaini 2006: 84). However, Suharto regime officials and their business partners 
used forests in Indonesia as their “personal property” for over 30 years, “liquidating valuable 
timber through reckless and destructive logging practices, clear-cutting forests for oil palm 
and pulp plantations, and running roughshod over the interests of the millions of forest-
dependent peoples living in traditional communities throughout the archipelago” (Barber and 
Schweithelm 2000: vi). Therefore, despite this Basic Forestry Law and its policies towards 
conservation, Indonesia faced (and still faces) ongoing degradation of forest resources instead 
of the intended sustainable use of forests (Sève 1999). According to a remote sensing study 
carried out with support from the World Bank in 1999, from 1986 to 1997 Indonesia lost 
more than 1.5 million hectares of forest every year. Total forest loss since the start of the 
Suharto era in the mid-1960s is estimated at at least 40 million hectares, which is the 
combined size of Germany and the Netherlands (Barber and Schweithelm 2000: vi). 
 Although the implementation of the Indonesian Forestry Law No 41/1999 introduced 
conservation policies for conservation areas, most of them are still under threat from logging, 
mining, road building, unauthorized use of fire, etc. (Matthews 2002; Contreras-Hermosilla 
and Fay 2005). In addition, a large number of communities (forest-dwelling and/or forest-
dependent) consider Indonesia’s forests their home. Many of these communities have 
developed economic strategies that are a combination of shifting cultivation of rice and other 
food crops, cultivation of tree crops such as rubber, and fishing, hunting, and gathering forest 
products (rattan, honey, resins) (Barber and Schweithelm 2000). Conflicts between local 
people and officials have increased over the past 15 years as both communities and the forest 
industry are uncertain about rules implemented by the Ministry of Forestry, resulting in forest 
degradation and even violence. The Ministry of Forestry has authority over forests in 
Indonesia but is failing to manage such a large area (Contreras-Hermosilla and Fay 2005). 
Therefore, “the marginalization of indigenous communities plays a large role in promoting 
these threats (illegal logging, mining, etc), because when local people are disenfranchised 
from their traditional lands, they lose the incentive to preserve the forest” (Isnaini 2006: 87).  
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According to Barber and Schweithelm (2002), weak governance is a big problem and 
has resulted in corruption and illegal activity. Lack of transparency in decision-making also 
assists illegal activities and corruption in the sector. Concessionaires with good connections 
have the freedom to violate rules and regulations while having little fear of punishment by the 
government (Contreras-Hermosilla and Fay 2005). Although protected areas have expanded 
in the past decades (probably due to the establishment of new national parks), this therefore 
does not guarantee protection from several forms of degradation (Matthews 2002).  
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5. Jurang Jero, Taman Nasional Gunung Merapi: Aku Tidak Tahu  
The establishment of, and local perceptions on, Taman Nasional Gunung Merapi  
 
This chapter is about Taman Nasional Gunung Merapi (TNGM) and how it came to be a 
national park. It will also describe the extent to which local people are currently aware of the 
existence of the park and its rules. This chapter will therefore answer the sub-question ‘what 
is the history of Taman Nasional Gunung Merapi and what do local people know about the 
national park?’. The first section will explain why the Ministry of Forestry proposed the 
creation of TNGM and how local people reacted to this. The second section will give a brief 
historical description of the national park, an area also known as Jurang Jero among local 
people. The last section will show what, and how much, local people (including people from 
Ngargosoko) now know about the national park. It will become clear that Taman Nasional 
Gunung Merapi was established by the Ministry of Forestry without cooperating with local 
people. Local people did not agree with this decision and have received little information 
about TNGM after its establishment. As a result, these local people have very limited and 
diverse knowledge about TNGM and mostly receive information about the park through 
conversations and discussions with other local people. 
 
Taman Nasional Gunung Merapi 
Currently, Indonesia has 50 national parks. Of these national parks, six parks are World 
Heritage Sites (UNESCO World Heritage Centre 2014), six parks are part of the World 
Network of Biosphere Reserves (UNESCO Ecological Sciences for Sustainable Development 
2014), and six parks are wetlands under the Convention on Wetlands of International 
Importance known as the Ramsar convention (The Ramsar List of Wetlands of International 
Importance 2014). Nine parks are marine areas in the Coral Triangle. The first five 
Indonesian national parks were established in 1980. In 2003, this number had increased to 41. 
In 2004, nine more national parks were created, making it a total of 50 parks covering 15 
million hectares (Indahnesia.com 2010; Isnaini 2006). 
Merapi National Park, or Taman Nasional Gunung Merapi (TNGM), was one of the 
national parks established in 2004 under Decree of the Minister of Forestry No. SK-
134/Menhut-II/2004. It is a conservation forest with an area of 6,410 hectares around the 
volcano Merapi (Humaidi 2013). Of the 50 national parks in Indonesia, it is one of the 
smallest national parks in Indonesia with only Gunung Merbabu National Park and Kelumutu 
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National Park being smaller. To put it into perspective, Merapi National Park is much smaller 
than the smallest national park in Kalimantan; Gunung Palung National Park is 90,000 
hectares (Indahnesia.com 2010).  
In the Ministry of Forestry’s proposition for the national park (no. 1000/II/PIK-
1/2002), dated September 26, 2002, the Ministry of Forestry states that there are two kinds of 
ecosystems on Mount Merapi. There is the alpine ecosystem which can be found in the peak 
area of the volcano, and there is the tropical mountain forest ecosystem. According to the 
proposition, this last ecosystem holds different kinds of endemic flora and fauna such as the 
Javan Eagle (Nisaetus bartelsi). Water that comes from Mount Merapi is the main source of 
water supply for Central Java and Yogyakarta provinces. The Ministry of Forestry aims to 
protect these ecosystem services and further argues that the forest and tropical forest 
ecosystems must be preserved for the sake of studies and scientific development in the field 
of forestry and genetic resources. Furthermore, there are various ecological tourist attractions 
such as the volcano’s craters and waterfalls. The Ministry of Forestry also argues in the 
proposition that the establishment of a park, other than maintaining and building a 
conservation area, can also maintain and provide business opportunities and encourage 
communities, especially those already settled in the area, to improve their welfare. “Thus, 
while still maintaining beauty, sustainability, and integrity of an optimal region of Mount 
Merapi, the interests of the public in the form of economic aspects are also taken into 
consideration in establishing the National Park of Mount Merapi” (Saparjadi 2002: no. 
1000/II/PIK-1/2002). 
However, local populations did not agree with the decisions of the government to 
make mount Merapi and its surrounding area a national park. Local people, mostly farmers, 
were worried that their right to use the natural resources would be lost. In 2006, before Mount 
Merapi erupted, many local people were reluctant to evacuate because they were afraid to 
lose their land or livestock to the Indonesian government. Local communities are backed by 
WALHI11, an Indonesian environmental non-governmental organization. The decision of the 
Ministry of Forestry to declare the land a national park has continuously been challenged in 
court by the Indonesian Forum for Environment, arguing that local inhabitants were not 
consulted (The Jakarta Post 2006). 
Although in 2006 many local people did not want to evacuate due to their fear of 
losing land or livestock, they have not always had a choice. Merapi is one of 129 active 
                                                          
11 Wahana Lingkungan Hidup Indonesia or Indonesian Forum for Environment 
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volcanoes in Indonesia and it is considered to be the most active as well as the most 
dangerous volcano in Indonesia. In the last century alone, Merapi has erupted once in every 
two to five years. Lava formation, pyroclastic flows, debris avalanches, lahar, tephra, and 
blowdown all have an impact on the vegetation in Merapi National Park. Pyroclastic flows 
and surges are the most dangerous hazards as they have a destructive effect on vegetation 
leaving singed, broken, blown down, and buried trees (Humaidi 2013: 1-2). In 2006, 
Merapi’s eruption severely damaged 1,246 hectares in Merapi National Park and Merbabu 
National Park. Some areas even lost their status as a protected forest. The economic value of 
the forest destruction caused by the eruption was estimated at a six billion rupiah 
(approximately 365,000 euros) loss. It would require at least 100 of thousands of new 
seedlings and need about 30 years of reforestation (Sohirin 2010). It may seem counter-
productive to protect and conserve a forest that is located around the most active volcano in 
Indonesia and seems to be very prone to natural disasters. However, eruptions are part of the 
very ecosystems the Indonesian government wishes to protect. Volcanic eruptions may be 
seen as an ecological disturbance to these ecosystems, but they can also be regarded as part of 
an ecological dynamic which helps shape the composition, structure, and function of 
ecosystems (Humaidi 2013: 1). 
 
A brief historical account 
In my first days in the field, I wanted to gather as much background information about 
Merapi National Park as possible. I found out that an important piece of this information is 
that in the time before the establishment of the national park, the area of the national park 
located in Magelang was known as Jurang Jero12. Currently, people sometimes still use the 
name Jurang Jero to indicate this area of Merapi National Park. 
 During my first visit to Jurang jero, I was accompanied by my research partner Dimas 
and his father who is from, and lives in, a neighboring village of Ngargosoko. Dimas and his 
father explained that many years ago, Jurang Jero was a tourist area. Dimas’ father showed 
me an old stone structure which looks like it used to contain a plaque. It was placed there 
during Suharto’s time “to promote tourism”. In addition, there was a river called kali Putih 
(white river). However, due to sand mining activities in the river, which increased in the 
1980s, kali Putih started to become deeper. Pak Leo told me during a later interview that 
                                                          
12 I will use the name Jurang Jero hereafter to indicate the area of TNGM near Ngargosoko where 
sand is mined in kali Putih, because local people also use this name. 
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Image 3: Stone structure 
from Suharto’s time 
before 1995, local people were also able to farm in Jurang Jero. 
However, in 1995 the local government provided a license for 
sand mining causing heavy technological tools such as 
excavators to be used. Dimas’s father explained that as a result, 
a mining village started to form with homes for workers and 
their families. 
In 1999, local people from villages near Jurang Jero 
began protesting against the sand mining. Miners who did not 
work for big mining companies, manually mined sand for 
smaller businesses and were angry with big companies because they were slowly losing their 
mining areas and could not compete against the bigger companies. Others who had no 
business in the mining industry wanted the mining to stop because it was polluting their 
water. Some people were aware that the sand mining caused big parts of the forest to 
disappear, but miners would ‘simply’ cut trees and bury them to be able to argue that there is 
no forest and they could continue mining. Dimas’s father was a spiritual leader in these 
protests; he mostly protested through paintings and rituals. However, Dimas and his father 
told me the protests were sometimes violent. Local people would burn excavators in order to 
stop the big companies from mining there. Dimas gave the example that on one occasion, 
people with guns came to his house, looking for his father because he was one of the leaders. 
Then, after many protests, the government disallowed the use of excavators and sand mining 
stopped in 2005. According to Pak Leo this was a decision by the Ministry of Forestry as they 
had established Jurang Jero as a national park. 
 According to Pak Arif, local conversations and discussions about TNGM started in 
2000. Another source stated that these talks started in 2003 because until 2003, he was still 
mining. What these discussions had in common for all people was that it contained a conflict. 
Local people were mostly wondering what would happen to their lands and livelihoods in 
Jurang Jero when Jurang Jero would become a national park. A question raised was for 
instance where they would be able to collect grass and wood. As a result, local people 
demonstrated against TNGM in 2008. Currently, local people still have conflicts with the 
national park because they don’t have the same interests as the Ministry of Forestry. 
Although local people have not succeeded in claiming back “their land”, there are several 
formal and informal agreements between the local national park office and local people 
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concerning farming, collecting grass and firewood, and other livelihood strategies, which will 
be discussed in more detail in the next chapters. 
 
“I don’t know”, a common answer 
While gathering background information about Merapi National Park my first idea is to ask 
local people about the national park, how much they know about its situation, the location, 
etc. I soon realize that my questions form some sort of communication barrier. The reason for 
this is that currently, local people still often know the area of the national park near 
Ngargosoko as Jurang Jero and not as Taman Nasional Gunung Merapi. Sometimes they are 
also confused because they are not sure whether Jurang Jero and Merapi National Park are 
the same area. In addition, awareness of the national park’s boundaries and its rules is still 
limited. According to Pak Dennys, in 2004, there were rumors among local people about a 
national park in Kalimantan where people were able to perform activities in the forest, such 
as logging and farming, without being punished. Local people around Merapi then thought 
that they could do the same. With the establishment of Taman Nasional Gunung Merapi in 
2004 information about the national park was spread; however, this was only among 
government officials and local leaders. Local people were thus left in the dark about specific 
rules and regulations.  
The fact that local people have very little knowledge about the national park becomes 
evident when asking people questions about Merapi National Park. During an excursion to 
Mount Merapi in the Sleman Regency, in the second week of my language course, I am keen 
to find out where the national park is located. The driver of our jeep says however, that the 
plan of the national park is still small and he doesn’t really know much about it. Furthermore, 
during my first tour from Dimas of Ngargosoko and surrounding villages, we ask a chili 
farmer near the boundary of the national park13 what he knows about TNGM, to which he 
answers “people only talk and have discussions about TNGM, I don’t know about it”. That 
day we ask more people, both men and women, questions about the national park and the 
most common answer we receive is that they don’t really know about it.  
When asking several people in Ngargosoko about Merapi National Park, the extent of 
their knowledge is quite limited. Men working in the sand mining business know that the area 
where they mine, kali Putih, is located inside the boundaries of the national park. They are 
                                                          
13 We knew there is a boundary because we had seen a sign close to his farm outlining which 
activities are forbidden in TNGM and the consequences if violated.  
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under the general impression that they have permission to mine there under certain 
circumstances14; however, the exact rules and regulations of the park are unknown to them. 
Other men and women in Ngargosoko who are not sand miners themselves, only sometimes 
know that Taman Nasional Gunung Merapi and Jurang Jero are the same area.  
Attention is specifically paid to women from Ngargosoko and their knowledge about 
TNGM because men from Ngargosoko are mostly sand miners and are aware that they mine 
inside the national park. Consequently, men’s knowledge about TNGM seems to be less 
limited that women’s knowledge. After interviewing several women, it becomes clear that 
their knowledge about the national park is very diverse. Bu Ria, who is 50+ years old, says 
that the older generation doesn’t really know about the national park’s regulations. She 
argues that “only leaders know about Taman Nasional Gunung Merapi. Local residents know 
about its existence, but not really about the regulations”. Bu Dewi, whose husband “works 
with the law”, heard several conversations and discussions about Jurang Jero becoming a 
national park, but she doesn’t know exact facts about TNGM. On the other hand, Bu Putri has 
other ideas about the national park. She and her husband work in their field all year round. Bu 
Putri says that she knows about the national park but doesn’t know the formal regulations. 
She adds that she also thinks that people are not allowed to mine sand, cut grass, or collect 
firewood in the park; people go there secretively to get grass and firewood. Furthermore, Bu 
Cinta, whose husband is a sand miner, also doesn’t know a lot about the national park and she 
has never been to Jurang Jero. She confirms Bu Putri’s thought that sand mining is not 
allowed in the forest. However, she also says that she knows about plans for tourism as she 
heard about this from many people. The only informant who is a female miner, Bu Aini, 
mirrors what the other women told me as well. Bu Aini is 53 years old. Her husband passed 
away some years ago, leaving her to take care of four children. She tried to earn money from 
stone mining so that she could have money to take care of her children and to maintain her 
field. She says that she never received information about the national park even though her 
cousin is the leader of another dusun. Bu Aini is therefore not very sure about the regulations 
of the park. “I know I can’t mine stones in Jurang Jero but I have to do it for my income. […] 
When the officials from the national park come to the mine, I have to leave. They say that the 
miners cannot mine here, but that is it”. She adds that they are allowed to cut big trees in the 
national park when they are dead and that gathering grass is also permitted.  
                                                          
14 Chapter 6 outlines this in greater detail 
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 It is obvious that the awareness of local people, as well as men and women in Krajan, 
about Merapi National Park differs from one extreme where its existence is unknown, to 
different ideas on what is and isn’t allowed. Pak Sapto argues that this is because there is no 
clear communication between local people and the national park officials. Local people have 
not received (and are not receiving) clear information about Taman Nasional Gunung Merapi 
from the local office concerning its location, rules and regulations, etc. Local men and 
women mostly obtain information about the park from conversations and discussions they 
have with other local people, instead of from those managing the national park. The next 
chapter will go into more detail about the way TNGM is managed. 
 
42 
 
6. Problems Discovered 
The management of Taman Nasional Gunung Merapi      
 
This chapter outlines in greater detail the management of Merapi National Park (TNGM). It 
will answer the sub-question ‘how is Taman Nasional Gunung Merapi managed and who are 
involved?’. This means that this chapter will give more information on practical management 
activities and the people behind these activities. The first section will explain how the 
national park is managed in terms of its zoning system, boundaries, and rules and regulations. 
The second section will outline who manage the national park as well as the problems they 
encounter. The last section will describe who else are involved in this management and its 
relationship with natural resource protection. It will become clear that the management of 
TNGM is done by several parties such as the central offices, local offices, local forest guards 
and local conservation organizations. Although each party is roughly aware of their 
responsibilities, problems are present in practical aspects of managing the park. The different 
institutions do not cooperate and communicate clearly. This means that it is near to 
impossible to enforce park rules and regulations, implement and organize awareness and 
conservation programs, and to work together with local people in these programs. 
 
Zoning, boundaries, rules and regulations 
Boundaries of, and in, the national park are determined by zones. As seen in the chapter 
‘Forestry in Indonesia’, there is a government law (No 5/1999) which states that all national 
parks must be managed by a zoning system. This includes main (protection) zones, 
exploitation zones and other zones that may be needed. At the start of my research, before I 
am aware of the zoning system in TNGM, Pak Arif explains that the park is divided into three 
zones, a people zone, a farming zone, and a conservation zone. Jurang Jero itself is a 
protected area. According to him, this zoning is a strategy by the government “to educate 
people on where they can farm; almost all people in Ngargosoko know about the zones and 
are allowed to farm near the protected area”. However, after Pak Raharjo, who is from the 
Merapi National Park central office, pulls out a map15 during an interview, it becomes clear 
that there are in fact seven zones in TNGM. This already gives a clue that there are 
communication problems between the park management and local residents. Pak Arif is the 
                                                          
15 Unfortunately I was not able to find a digital version of this map. I asked the national park central 
office to send me one but this was not successful. 
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only person able to tell me about a zoning system, which shows that not many local people 
are aware of it and that those who are aware, like Pak Arif, don’t know the exact details.  
Image 5: A legend showing the zones in Merapi National Park 
Image 4: A map of the zones in Merapi National Park 
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Unfortunately, I was not able to receive detailed information about the function of these 
zones during the interview. I am not sure whether this was due to Pak Raharjo’s lack of 
knowledge about these zones or due to our communication barrier. This was also the only 
chance I had to interview Pak Raharjo. Sulfiantono (2012) conducted research about the 
forest ecosystem in TNGM and provides additional information about these zones, translated 
from a review by the Ministry of Forestry. The following table shows and compares the 
information I received from Pak Raharjo and the information I found in Sulfiantono’s (2012) 
research.
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Table 3: Comparison of information about zones received from Pak Raharjo and Sulfiantono (2012: 7-12) 
Color Zone (IND) Zone (ENG) Pak Raharjo Sulfiantono (2012: 7-12) 
Red Zona Inti Core zone Is a protected area and has the highest 
priorities for the national park office in 
conserving the ecosystems. People are not 
allowed to enter this zone. 
The crater of Mount Merapi is included in this zone. This zone is very 
dangerous meaning that no human activity is allowed except for 
research purposes. It contains several natural water sources and is 
inhabited by protected and endangered animal species such as the 
Javan Eagle. 
Yellow Zona Rimba Forest zone  It supports the preservation of the core zone and forms a buffer around 
this zone. Its vegetation is similar to that in the core zone. 
Green Zona 
Pemanfaatan 
Utilization zone Mostly used for tourism. The green zone at 
the top, starting in Kapubaten Boyolali, is 
where tourists are able to climb Mount 
Merapi. 
Other environmental attractions include the caves, rivers, waterfalls 
and viewpoints of Mount Merapi. Although the eruption in 2010 
damaged several of these sights, the government wants to keep using 
this zone to develop eco-tourism. 
Blue Zona 
Rehabilitasi 
Rehabilitation 
zone 
This zone is used for forestry activities. Its ecosystems were damaged by the eruption in 2010 and need to be 
rehabilitated. The habitats of wildlife in this zone also have to be 
rehabilitated in order to keep the wildlife inside the national park 
Pink Zona Religi, 
Budaya, dan 
Sejarah 
Religion, Culture, 
and History zone 
This is where rituals are performed. In this zone the mythical guardian of mount Merapi is honored by 
surrounding communities through offerings, in order to avoid 
disastrous eruptions. 
Maroon Zona 
Tradisional 
Traditional zone Local people from surrounding communities 
are allowed to gather grass and firewood here. 
Farming is allowed a 100 meters from the 
boundary of this zone.  
This zone was implemented because local people have been dependent 
on natural resources in the national park area since before the 
establishment of the park. Local people are not allowed to use this 
zone intensively, only to collect grass and firewood. 
Gray Zona 
Rekonstruksi 
dan Mitigasi 
Reconstruction 
and Mitigation 
zone 
This zone is for disaster mitigation. After the 2010 eruption, this zone was still experiencing cold lava 
flows. The government devoted these areas to natural disaster 
mitigation activities such as building dams and removing sediment 
build-up. 
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The table shows that Pak Raharjo told me much less detail about the zones than written in the 
review by the Ministry of Forestry (and translated and used by Sulfiantono 2012). It is 
possible that Pak Raharjo’s knowledge concerning the functions of the zones is also limited, 
meaning that communication problems may also exist between the Ministry of Forestry and 
park management. Pak Raharjo adds that all the zones are protected and managed according 
to the rules by the Ministry of Forestry. This is also why there are no villages inside the 
national park. However, there are 30 villages that have boundaries with the national park. 
Ngargosoko is one of these villages and is located along the reconstruction and mitigation 
zone as seen in image 4. 
 As seen in image 4 and image 5, the total area of the zones and the boundaries of the 
national park are quite exact; however, in practice this is not the case. Staff from the national 
park local office show me that boundaries can be found with GPS and small stone indicators 
as seen on image 7. Because this particular indicator is hidden in the grass, I only notice it 
when it is pointed out to me by the staff. In Jurang Jero it is thus very difficult to tell where 
the boundaries between the national park and local people’s lands lie. Right next to the 
entrance of the national park someone’s field can be found and it is impossible to tell without 
GPS whether this person’s field is too close, or inside the national park, given the 100 meter 
distance rule. 
Visible evidence that Jurang Jero is a national park is the presence of a small building and a 
barrier which form the entrance to the national park. More evidence are several signs which 
are located around the entrance of the national park. Two signs tell you that you have entered 
TNGM and show that the national park falls under the Ministry of Forestry, and one sign 
Image 6: The entrance to the national park near 
Ngargosoko 
Image 7: Indicator for the boundary 
of TNGM, with a GPS reader on top 
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outlines a governmental law about the conservation of natural resources and ecosystems 
inside the park. Interesting to note is that this sign states what is illegal concerning the 
catching, killing, and selling of protected animals. It does not however, mention logging or 
mining. The punishment for someone who is aware of committing a crime is time in jail for a 
maximum of five years and a fine of maximum Rp 100,000,000 (€6,172). The punishment for 
someone who acts carelessly, resulting in one of the above mentioned activities, is jail time 
for maximum 1 year and a fine of maximum Rp 50,000,000 (€3,086). These fines however, 
are too high for local people, meaning that these punishments are not taken seriously by local 
people and become ineffective in preventing local people from committing illegal activities. 
Although these signs, the building, and the barrier give some sort of indication of a 
national park, the boundaries and rules of this park are communicated openly to local people. 
Thus, better ways of communication have to be designed between national park officials and 
local people in order to give information about the national park. National park officials have 
to communicate directly and clearly with local people, and in a balanced way so that feelings 
of superiority or inferiority are avoided. However, clear communication between different 
parties seems to be easier said than done, as seen in the next paragraph. 
 
Who are in charge? 
As mentioned in the previous chapter, Taman Nasional Gunung Mearpi was established in 
2004 by the Ministry of Forestry. Under the Ministry of Forestry it is the Merapi National 
Park central offices, or balai TNGM, that manage the national park. Pak Adi explains that 
management of the park is divided into two sections: one section manages the area of the 
park in the Magelang and Sleman regencies while the other section covers the area of the 
park in the Boyolali and Klaten regencies. Each section has its own central office. Pak Adi 
has been a staff member at the balai TNGM for Magelang and Sleman since 2007. He adds 
that this central office has four local offices. One of these local offices manages the area of 
the national park and its entrance at Jurang Jero. Pak Adi argues that, “the balai TNGM 
doesn’t have a schedule for patrolling the forest and there are not enough people to check on 
activities happening in the forest. This is why the local offices hire local people to manage 
the national park in their area”.  
 Pak Leo is one of the people from Ngargosoko who is hired by the local office to help 
manage the area of the national park at Jurang Jero. He has a contract with the national park 
office since February 2012. Pak Leo explains that he mostly acts as a forest guard. In the 
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summer, he helps to extinguish forest fires if there are any. Pak Leo makes reports once a 
month for his own archive in order to keep track of activities. He then reports the national 
parks’ conditions as well as any activities to the central office every six months. According to 
Pak Leo, national park officials and local people have to work together when making 
regulations; if this doesn’t happen, it can create conflicts. His words seem to be reflected in 
the fact that he has several men from Ngarogosoko working with him. These men are mostly 
active at the entrance of the national park, opening the barrier when mining trucks have to 
pass16 and controlling who enters the national park. Pak Leo mentions that every day, there is 
also an official guard from the national park local office at Jurang Jero. Pak Bakti and Pak 
Agus, both sand miners, confirm that guards at the entrance are both from the national park 
local office and from Ngargosoko, and control the barrier. According to Pak Bakti however, 
there has only been a guard at the national park entrance since 2011. Before this time there 
was also a guard, but “this person only checked the forest at Jurang Jero to keep sand miners 
out. Since 2011, there are guards at the entrance who control the opening and closing of the 
barrier”. 
 Although it seems quite clear who manages what part of the national park and where, 
problems exist when it comes to cooperation between the different institutions. Pak Sapto, 
who is the leader of the local office managing Jurang Jero, argues that there is still no 
program from balai TNGM how to make people aware about the conservation of the national 
park: “we just say they can do this or that, not this or that, but there are no solutions how to 
make them understand why”. This is why they have “field policies” when it comes to mining 
practices and other activities in the park17. Pak Sapto adds that it will take them a long time, 
another 20-25 years, to “make local people realize that the national park is important”. This 
is because they try to target the younger generation when planting trees and it takes 20-25 
years for a tree to grow (if there is no damage by an eruption). He also tells us that people 
near Merapi believe that bamboo can slow down pyroclastic flows. The bamboo will burn but 
the roots stay alive, meaning that the bamboo will grow again. Because local people want to 
protect bamboo, Pak Sapto believes that setting up a bamboo plantation would be a good start 
to make people aware of conservation. However, he doesn’t want to cooperate with the 
central office in his plan because of “difficult regulations and lack of funding, he’d rather do 
it outside the regulations. Breaking regulations, whether on purpose or not, is thus not 
                                                          
16 More is written about this in the next chapter  
17 Chapter 6 will pay more attention to this 
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surprising when different institutions don’t work together. According to Pak Dennys, the 
leader of Ngargosoko, even the Ministry of Forestry and balai TNGM have different ideas 
about the way to manage the park. The Ministry of Forestry wants to log and plant trees in 
the park. The national park central office however, wants to protect the forest and not allow 
logging at all. Since the national park office is the institution that manages the park in 
practice, large scale logging thus does not happen in Ngargosoko.  
Pak Raharjo also believes that cooperation between the different institutions involved 
in the management of TNGM is a problem. When the Merapi National Park office wanted to 
look for a solution to reduce dependence on natural resources in the national park, they 
proposed a program for cooking with biogas to work with, and inform, local people on 
environmental matters and health benefits. However, the balai TNGM was told by the 
Ministry of Forestry it was not possible because it was not “their area of expertise” and they 
were refused funding. Pak Raharjo also tells us that the Ministry of Agriculture has a program 
in which cows are given to local people. Because these people need grass to feed their cows, 
this is taken from the traditional zone. However, the national park office cannot control how 
much grass is collected in this zone, they would have to work together with the Ministry of 
Agriculture. Pak Raharjo therefore thinks that communication between institutions such as 
the Ministry of Forestry, Ministry of Energy and Mineral Resources, and Ministry of Forestry 
has to be better; they should collaborate in programs for local people and it is not just the 
national park office’s responsibility.  
Pak Sapto states that these different ideas and lack of communication make it more 
difficult to enforce rules in the national park. His argument is proven through the following 
incident: 
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Since there are no clear and organized programs to raise awareness about the rules and 
regulations about the park among local people, it seems like local forest guards have little 
incentive to strictly enforce rules and punish those who violate them; instead, using “field 
policies” as Pak Sapto calls them. Pak Faisyal, another forest guard from the local office, says 
they try to work together with local people in other ways. One way is through Masyarakat 
Petuli Api and Forum Merapi Merbabu Hijau, organizations dedicated to natural resource 
protection and conservation. 
 
Local natural resource protection initiatives 
Other than the central office, local offices, and local forest guards, there are several 
organizations involved in the management of TNGM. One of these organizations is 
Masyarakat Petuli Api18 (MPA). Its members, local people, help the local office with 
guarding the forest and natural resource protection, such as protecting the forest from 
logging. The leader of MPA is Pak Dennys while Pak Leo is also a member. It is made up of 
30 members with leaders from several dusun and desa, public figures, and people (both men 
and women) who want to help. Members of MPA are all volunteers. Their activities include 
planting trees, maintaining the forest, and other conservation activities. After the 2010 
eruption for instance, lots of trees were damaged and they looked for funding for new trees. 
In addition, they help extinguish forest fires. Pak Dennys tells us that the organization was 
first called Masyarakat Mitra Polhut and only consisted of members from Ngargosoko. When 
local people from other villages with boundaries with the national park joined, the name of 
                                                          
18 Literally “People Care Fire” 
Dimas, Pak Sapto and I are sitting at a picnic table in front of a small store at the side of 
the entrance to Merapi National Park. We are drinking tea and I am interviewing Pak 
Sapto about regulations in the national park. During the interview, we see a man on a 
motorcycle exiting the national park with cut trees on the back. I ask Pak Sapto why he is 
allowed to do this. Pak Sapto explains that he already knows this person. This person 
planted chili in the park some time ago and was told to stop. He then started cutting trees. 
Pak Sapto says this man has already been in jail and adds “what can we do to stop it? I 
didn’t do anything because this man comes from a poor family and needs income. If I stop 
him, he might start committing crimes”. 
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the organization changed to Masyarakat Petuli Api. According to Pak Dennys it is a 
successful organization because they work with national park officials, farmers, and other 
local volunteers, and have already planted 30,000 trees. It caused less people to cut trees 
because they respect the organization and follow what they are being told about rules. 
 Tree planting is done in collaboration with Forum Merapi Merbabu Hijau19. This 
organization also consists of local volunteers and is mostly dedicated to organizing activities 
to plant trees in the national park. They try to invite students and people from Yogyakarta as 
well as local people to help with tree planting. Pak Faisyal explains that the trees are owned 
by the national park office; therefore, if they want to plant trees they have to coordinate with 
the local office because the officers decide what trees are planted in certain areas. In order for 
these activities to be successful, they don’t plant commercially valuable trees as they don’t 
want people to steal them. There are some fruit trees planted that attract and feed certain 
animals but people don’t eat these fruits. For water conservation the organization plants trees 
that can hold water. They are usually planted around springs and rivers. Pak Faisyal adds that 
before there was large scale mining in the 1990s, “there were many of these trees that got 
logged and caused water levels in springs to decrease”.  
 Pak Faisyal also explains that it is important for these organizations to follow the rules 
of the national park office. Not only do they decide where certain trees are planted, the trees 
also have to be planted five meters apart. This is all done with the help of GPS and a plan as 
seen in image 8. 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                          
19 Literally “Forum Merapi Merbabu Green” 
Image 8: A plan showing which trees are planted when, where, how many and by whom 
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During my field research, only one tree planting activity was organized by Forum Merapi 
Merbabu Hijau, although I was told these activities are usually held twice a month (during 
rainy season). The activity was with high school students from Yogyakarta. In my 
experience, it became evident that even these organizations involved in conservation have no 
clear programs. The day was very chaotic as the members from Forum Merapi Merbabu 
Hijau had no clear idea about the location where the trees would be planted. They had to 
consult with national park local officers on the spot which resulted in several location 
changes. It was obvious that the organization and the local office had not communicated 
properly and clear plans were not made beforehand. Thus, it seems to be quite clear what the 
roles of the different institutions involved in managing TNGM are. Problems exist however, 
in the practical aspects of managing the park. The different institutions do not cooperate or 
communicate clearly with each other, making it almost impossible to enforce the parks rules 
and regulations. Before proper conservation programs can be organized and awareness can be 
raised among local people about TNGM (through interactions between national park officials 
and local people), these problems between the different institutions must be solved. The next 
chapter will shed further light on these problems in relation to livelihood strategies of people 
in Ngargosoko. 
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7. Ways Of Making A Living  
Livelihood strategies in Ngargosoko        
 
This chapter will shed light on the livelihood strategies op people living in Ngargosoko, a 
desa near Jurang Jero. It will describe how people from Ngargosoko make a living and their 
relationship with sand mining in Taman Nasional Gunung Merapi. This chapter will answer 
the following sub-question, ‘What is the role of sand mining in the livelihood strategies of 
people in Ngargosoko?’. This chapter will contain aspects of previous chapters in relation to 
sand mining. It will become clear that sand mining is based on a toleransi agreement between 
local people and local officers. In practice however, the exact agreement is very unclear. 
Since so many families rely on sand mining as their main source of income, it seems 
impossible to stop mining practices in Jurang Jero. Alternative income strategies, such as in 
tourism, would be needed and effective solutions would have to be found and put in practice 
by all institutions involved in the management of TNGM. 
 
Sand mining 
Going back to my first visit to Jurang Jero with Dimas and his father, other than learning  
about the history of the area, I am also given my first lead towards the topic of sand mining. 
According to Dimas’ father, people mine sand in kali Putih, which is now a dry river in 
Jurang Jero. After the 2010 volcanic eruption of Mount Merapi and the resulting sediment 
build up in kali Putih, sand mining increased. The sand is known as being “the best quality 
sand in Java” and distributed throughout Java. It is wanted for cement, making bricks, road 
construction, etc. The sand is mined by local people with “traditional tools”: they use 
wheelbarrows, metal rods for loosening the sand, small shovels, and sieves. Dimas’ father 
adds that “if sand mining doesn’t happen with big machines and the sand miners don’t cut 
trees, it is accepted by the national park office”. A reason to stop sand mining according to 
him is because it can “cause floods if the river is too deep”. Other local people I talked to also 
expressed this thought; however, where this thought came from or their reason for thinking 
this remains unknown to me. I learn from Pak Raharjo that sand mining causes the water 
level to go down. “This means that it changes the depth of the wells in the villages, making it 
more difficult to get water, but people are not aware of this”. During my visits to Jurang Jero, 
I can see that the river is quite deep already. The banks of the river which look more like high 
walls, are about 15 meters high at some places.  
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From observations I am aware that most people in Ngargosoko are involved in sand mining 
and that it also the main source of income for the majority of families in Ngargosoko. The 
sand miners are mostly men. According to Pak Arif, miners are freelancers. Sometimes they 
stand at the road and join any truck that still needs workers. Other times, miners already have 
prior arrangements with other people (including driver) to go to Jurang Jero together.  
Pak Arif argues that sand miners in Ngargosoko are cheap labour. Trucks from 
Semarang (a city north of TNGM) with workers from Semarang are paid Rp 800,000 to Rp 
Image 9: The tools used for sand mining 
Image 10: The river walls 
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900,000 (€51 to €57) for a full truck, this is including wage for the miners. Trucks from 
Semarang therefore preferably get labour from around Ngargosoko because the miner’s wage 
is much less. In Ngargosoko, miners receive a work fee per filled truck from which they have 
to pay the rent for the truck, the tools and the gas. The rest is divided among them. The 
mentioned payments to the trucks are made by those who order the sand for personal use or 
for selling. The following table gives an overview of the amounts. 
 
As seen in the table, this means that every miner receives Rp 35,000 (€2.22) if they work 
with four people. This is much less than what workers from other larger cities such as 
Semarang are paid. Pak Arif adds that sometimes, women also work in the mining industry. 
Instead of sand mining, they carry “heavy stones” from the mining area to the trucks. They 
are paid much less than men, around Rp 80,000 (€5) in total, which has to be divided among 
the amount of women working for one truck.  
 It is quite difficult to compare the mentioned wages to the daily minimum wage in 
central Java (provinces in Indonesia set their own minimum monthly wage) because sand 
miners from Ngargosoko have varying working times per week. However, it is possible to 
assume that the wages of the sand miners are below minimum (while it is considered a main 
source of income by local people). Reason for this is that Pak Arif, who is also involved in 
sand mining, as well as trucks from other larger cities acknowledge that labour from 
Ngargosoko is cheap. In addition, the sand mining business in Jurang Jero is not an official or 
Table 3: Money allocation (data from Pak Arif) 
City/village Amount (Rp) For what/whom 
Ngargosoko 50,000 Gas 
 90,000 Rent truck/tools 
 50,000 Driver truck 
 150,000 Miners salary 
 340,000 Total one truck 
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legal business but it is set up by local people in coordination with national park local 
officials, as seen in the next section.  
 
Mining in Taman Nasional Gunung Merapi - the agreements 
Although Jurang Jero is located in Taman Nasional Gunung Merapi and therefore falls under 
the park’s rules and regulations, sand mining does happen. Pak Arif explains that sand mining 
is tolerated by the national park local officials because it is an important source of income. 
When Jurang Jero became a national park, people from Ngargosoko were among the 
protesters against the park because they were dependent on the area for their livelihoods. 
Throughout the following years, sand mining became more and more important for people in 
Ngargosoko. An informal deal was therefore established between local officials and local 
people. This agreement, also known as toleransi, allows people from Ngargosoko as well as 
three other villages near TNGM to mine sand in kali Putih, in the national park. Pak Arif 
adds that “the miners must get a permit for sand mining from the leader of the village, Pak 
Dennys, but they don’t have to pay for this. Mining is illegal if they don’t have a permit”. Pak 
Bakti, a sand miner from Ngargosoko, believes that the toleransi is only for people from 
Ngargosoko because miners from other cities started damaging the forest. “Sand miners from 
Ngargosoko know that they are not allowed to mine in the forest, near the banks (walls) of 
the river in case of land slides, and that it is dangerous to mine when it is raining because of 
the chance of floods. We are not told that we are not allowed to mine at all”. 
Important to note is that this toleransi only counts when park officials are not present 
at the entrance of the park. Pak Sapto explains that mining is allowed outside working hours 
of the local office, which is from 7 am until 4 pm. Trucks usually come between 3 pm and 4 
pm. This means that local officers “know about it but don’t see it” which shows that they 
pretend to be oblivious to the sand mining activities in kali Putih. Pak Leo’s men are the ones 
who control the opening and closing of the barrier as well as who enter the park for mining. 
Pak Leo confirms that there is a toleransi for sand mining in kali Putih because it’s a source 
of income. According to the rules and regulations of the park, sand mining is not allowed and 
it was him and Pak Dennys who asked for toleransi from the local officials. Pak Leo adds 
that “if men already have another job, they are not allowed to mine sand. However, this is 
not the case very often as almost all men are involved in sand mining”.  
Since the toleransi is mainly for people in Ngargosoko, trucks from other cities such 
as Semarang are not allowed to enter Jurang Jero. Pak Arif is an important figure in this 
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business as he owns a sand depot in Ngargosoko. He hires trucks, tools and men to mine sand 
in Jurang Jero. The sand from kali Putih is unloaded and stored in his depot after which 
trucks from Semarang and other villages can buy sand from Pak Arif. The men hired by Pak 
Arif are mostly from Ngargosoko. They have different jobs, some people go to Jurang Jero, 
some people stay at the depot to unload trucks coming from Jurang Jero, and some people 
stay at the depot and load trucks from other villages. Pak Arif gets around six to seven trucks 
from Jurang Jero per day, while trucks from Semarang come around four to eight times a day. 
The fact that Pak Arif mostly hires men from Ngargosoko is an oral agreement between Pak 
Arif and these men. This way, men from Ngargosoko can easily obtain a job without having 
to wait at the road for other trucks who may or may not have available space. However, some 
men from Ngargosoko choose to work for other trucks instead of Pak Arif’s depot, as they 
have friends from other villages or payment agreements are more to their likes.  
Another oral agreement between the sand miners is that “mining can only be done 
with traditional tools so that competition is fair”. Pak Arif tells the story that “some time ago, 
a person brought an excavator for sand mining in Jurang Jero. His excuse was that he 
wanted to build a road for the public. People from Ngargosoko were not happy and told local 
officials there was an excavator, he got sent away”. This shows that sand miners have strong 
feelings against outsiders who may threaten their sand mining livelihoods in terms of 
competition, as well as the idea that others are taking advantage of the natural resources they 
are ‘entitled’ to. 
 
Image 11: Pak Arif’s depot in Ngargosoko 
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Secrets of the mining business 
Although the toleransi agreement is mainly for people from Ngargosoko and neighboring 
villages, in reality the exact agreement as well as the boundaries between who are, and who 
aren’t allowed to mine in Jurang Jero are quite unclear. During my time in the field, I was 
able to go to Jurang Jero several times with sand miners from Ngargosoko and observe 
certain events which I was not told were part of the sand mining agreement. 
 For instance, I realize that trucks have to pay a certain fee at the entrance to Jurang 
Jero. I am told this money is collected by men who work with Pak Leo and open the barrier to 
the park when trucks are allowed to pass. In Jurang Jero, further down kali Putih, there is 
small makeshift hut made out of wood where some trucks also pay a certain amount of 
money. Furthermore, money is paid to another small makeshift hut outside the boundaries of 
the national park on the road to Jurang Jero. Some trucks pay here on the way back to the 
villages. The amount of money paid at these posts however, is not very clear to me as it was 
different every time I went to Jurang Jero. The first time I visited Jurang Jero in the truck, the 
driver of the truck (Pak Agus), paid Rp 5,000 (€0.32) at the entrance. As we didn’t go very 
far down kali Putih we didn’t pass the second post. On the way back, Pak Agus paid another 
Rp 10,000 (€0.64) to the third post at the road. During another visit to Jurang Jero, Pak Agus 
paid 5,000 (€0.32) at the entrance again but none at the other posts. However, on one event 
while entering Jurang Jero on our way to kali Putih, we saw Pak Sapto from the local office 
at the entrance to the park. There was no one collecting money and we entered for free. At the 
second post in Jurang Jero, Pak Agus paid Rp 20,000 (€1.27) and nothing at the third road 
post on the way back. Furthermore, when I joined the sand miners to Jurang Jero on a 
Saturday, we entered TNGM at 1 pm. I was told by the sand miners that on Saturdays and 
Sundays, they can enter the park earlier because the local office doesn’t work in the 
weekends. Since the person collecting money was someone we knew from Ngargosoko, Pak 
Agus did not have to pay again. From these experiences it is thus very difficult to find a 
logical explanation why in some instances sand miners have to pay a certain amount at a 
certain post, while this can be different at other moments or for other people.  
 When asking Pak Agus about this matter, he answers that for local people, the fee at 
the entrance of Jurang Jero is Rp 5,000 (€0.32). For trucks from other areas such as 
Semarang, the fee is Rp 15,000 (€0.95). At the second post in Jurang Jero further down kali 
Putih, trucks usually pay between Rp 5,000 to Rp 15,000 (€0.32 to €0.95). He thinks the 
money is “for the safety of the area” and that the people from this post act as surveillance for 
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dangers such as floods. Since the road to Jurang Jero is very bumpy and not asphalted, money 
at this third post is collected for road reconstruction and reparation. The usual amount paid is 
about Rp 20,000 (€1.27). Pak Agus adds that the posts in Jurang Jero and at the road are 
organized by local people. When I ask him if he knows what the money at the entrance of 
Jurang Jero is for, he says that he doesn’t know, “I just give money without questioning. The 
guard told me how much to give so I know the amount. I don’t have to pay every day, 
sometimes I know the person collecting money”. More sand miners indicate that they are not 
sure what the fees are for, but that it is collected by men working with Pak Leo. Pak Arif calls 
it “unofficial tax”. As seen from these experiences, the amount of money paid to the posts is 
thus very random and quite confusing, and is not mentioned in the toleransi agreement. The 
fact that Pak Agus mentions that trucks from other cities have to pay more money also 
contradicts what I was told about the toleransi agreement in which trucks from other cities 
are not allowed to enter Jurang Jero at all.  
In addition, it was not mentioned to me that sand miners also work at night.  
According to Pak Leo, sand miners have permission to mine from 2 pm until 7 pm. Pak Sapto 
on the other hand, says that sand miners can enter the park at 3 pm. Pak Agus confirms this 
and says that the park usually opens at 3 pm but that it closes at 8 am. He thinks this is to 
control the trucks from other cities such as Semarang. In his opinion, if there are too many 
trucks from other areas it impacts the income of people from Ngargosoko because “they have 
less space to mine”. The times I went to Jurang Jero, we entered the park between 2 pm and 3 
pm and left between 5 pm and 6 pm. However, sand miners also mine from 3 am until 5 am 
or 6 am. I went to Jurang Jero at 3 am on one occasion and estimated that the amount of 
trucks was not significantly less than during the day, even though working conditions were 
very poor. Sand miners had just a small light coming from the truck but worked mostly in the 
dark. As this piece of information was not told to me by national park officials or forest 
guards, it is possible to argue that they either initially tried to hide this information from me 
on purpose, or simply pretended they don’t know because “what they don’t see, they don’t 
know”. 
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Can it be stopped? 
 
This event shows that, as mentioned earlier, even when local officers are at the entrance 
while trucks enter Jurang Jero for sand mining, they don’t want to see it. This is because, 
according to Pak Adi, who is from balai TNGM, sand mining is a local informal agreement 
and not written. Permission is given for sand mining but only outside local office work hours 
because according to the rules and regulations of the park, all activities that can damage the 
ecosystems are forbidden.  He admits that the national park central office also knows that it is 
happening. However, the extent to which sand mining activities are happening is unknown to 
them. I realize during one of my interviews that Pak Adi doesn’t know about the number of 
trucks entering Jurang Jero every day as well as the fees that are collected. Pak Sapto, from 
the local office, argues that because the national park central officers, such as Pak Adi, know 
about the risks of allowing the mining to happen, they can be fired by “the government”. He 
tells me “I asked them, please allow it to happen. We’re in the field and will have problems if 
they stop the mining. We are tired of trying to make the miners aware of conservation so we 
asked for flexible rules and policies to make mining happen”. According to Pak Sapto, the 
problem is that the officials from balai TNGM don’t know the details of the sand mining 
activities, they just want it to stop but are not giving any solutions. Since so many local 
people rely on mining as a source of income and will be jobless, he is scared of protests and 
would rather avoid conflicts. “Who wants the responsibility? Because the staff of balai 
nasional don’t want it..”.  
 I ask the local officers if they know anything about the fees that are collected at the 
different posts. Pak Sapto answers that money is collected by people from Masyarakat Peduli 
Api and that he doesn’t know what the fees are for. The local officers are just forest guards 
and are not involved. Pak Faisyal adds that sand miners contribute to conservation this way. 
They can either pay the fees or they can buy and give seeds and trees for planting. Pak Sapto 
Today I joined Pak Agus and the other sand miners again to Jurang Jero. Since it is a little 
later than usual, around 13:30, we are the only truck on the way there, possibly the last 
ones in. The barrier is open. From a distance I see Pak Faisyal from the national park local 
office, standing at the entrance of the park. He is talking on his phone. As soon as he sees 
our truck approaching, he turns around and walks into the building. While we enter the 
park, Pak Faisyal stands in the doorway with his back towards us, still talking on his phone. 
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thinks it will take a long time before they can stop sand mining activities. Pak Leo and Pak 
Dennys were miners before Jurang Jero became a national park and act as middle men 
between the sand miners and national park local officials. As long as they are involved and 
collect fees through Masyarakat Peduli Api, there is “not much local officials can do”. In 
addition, Pak Sapto believes that for sand mining to stop, they “must target the younger 
generation when raising awareness so that the generation between miners and non-miners 
can be cut off”. 
 
Zoning strategies 
Jurang Jero is currently in the Reconstruction and Mitigation Zone. As mentioned earlier, this 
means that after the 2010 eruption, the government devoted this area to natural disaster 
mitigation activities such as building dams and removing sediment build-up. Pak Adi 
explains that because there are dams, sediment can build up behind the dams. This means that 
the effectiveness of the dams is reduced, as seen in image 12.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Pak Sapto believes that mining done by local people is helpful for this purpose, it can slow 
down floods and can stop large sediment rocks and amounts from going down towards the 
villages. Pak Adi agrees and according to him, “it would be best to implement a new policy 
which allows local people to still have an income without breaking the rules. This policy 
would be based around sand mining and kali Putih, and how to manage this efficiently, since 
the term ‘mine’ is now connected to being forbidden”. This way, mining can be limited. 
 Pak Arif on the other hand, wants Jurang Jero to be a Utilization Zone so that this area 
can be used for tourism. Currently there are already activities at Jurang Jero such as mountain 
biking and motocross in kali Putih. He thinks Jurang Jero can provide alternative income 
through tourism. Pak Sapto mirrors this thought and already proposed to the central office to 
change Jurang Jero from a Reconstruction and Mitigation Zone to a Utilization Zone but this 
Image 12: Dams retaining sediment (Sumaryono 2011: 4) 
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idea was denied because it is too difficult to implement. According to Pak Adi, who is from 
the central office himself, this is easier said than done. He thinks “it is difficult to just shift 
the local people’s mind sets when it comes to income”. Alternative incomes should be 
provided if they want to stop sand mining, as well as programs to train local people’s skills 
for other work. This however, also depends on other institutions. The central office has to 
find a comprehensive solution including several institutions such as the Ministry of Forestry, 
local offices and conservation organizations.  
 
Other livelihood activities 
In Ngargosoko, there are 625 households surrounded by farm fields which are either owned 
by inhabitants of Ngargosoko or by people from other villages. Although most people in 
Ngargosoko are involved in sand mining and it is the main source of income for the majority 
of families, other livelihood activities include farming, keeping livestock, and gathering grass 
and firewood. Pak Arif explains that besides sand mining, national park local officials and 
local people have an informal agreement that they can cut grass and collect firewood in the 
TNGM. 
 While most men generate income while sand mining in Jurang Jero, they also work in 
the fields. According to Pak Dennys, women usually help their husbands in the fields which 
produce different crops such as rice and chili. Their activities include planting and harvesting 
while men also plough the fields (this is considered too heavy for women). The harvests are 
kept as food for the family or sold to increase the family’s income. Not all people can afford 
to own their own fields. In poor families men and women are freelance workers for owners of 
other fields. In middle class to higher class families, women work in the house but if men 
need help in the field they work there as well. Collecting firewood and grass is also done by 
both men and women in lower class to middle class families. Firewood is used for cooking 
while grass is used as food for the livestock. However, in middle class to higher class 
families, women sometimes cook with gas and therefore don’t need firewood.  
 I asked several women from Ngargosoko what it would mean for their livelihood 
activities if balai TNGM decided to close Jurang Jero for sand mining. Bu Putri answered 
that “it would not make a difference to them”. Since they own a field and farm salak (a fruit, 
also known as snake fruit), they have income from selling the salak to stores. Salak grows all 
year so it is a steady income for them, and the husband does not have to go to Jurang Jero. Bu 
Dewi also owns her own fields and grows chili, rice, tomato and salak. Her husband is not a 
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sand miner but “works with the law”. They receive their income from their fields and from 
the husband’s salary. Bu Aditya on the other hand, argues that her family “cannot earn 
money from the field every day. After planting they have to wait for harvesting. If it weren’t 
for her husband’s sand mining job, they wouldn’t have an income for a few months”. Bu 
Aditya therefore doesn’t want the Jurang Jero to close. Bu Cinta also does not want Jurang 
Jero to close because their main income is sand mining. Her family only owns one field and 
can only plant one variety, she has to wait about three to five months until harvest. She also 
needs the money from the sand mining to maintain her field by buying plastic, sticks, seeds, 
etc.  
As mentioned by Pak Arif, some women are involved in sand mining as well. Bu 
Aditya did this activity about seven years ago for extra income. She stopped because she was 
having children. Bu Aini is a stone miner and works on the farm because her husband passed 
away. She says that she mines stones because she needs more income to pay for the education 
of her children. If she only depends on her field for income, it is not enough to cover the cost 
of living per month. As seen in the examples, the consequences of closing Jurang Jero for 
different families are very dependent on what, and how much income and food they receive 
from their fields. For many families in Ngargosoko, closing Jurang Jero would therefore 
cause serious problems to their income 
 
This chapter outlined that sand mining is the main source of income for most families in 
Ngargosoko even though wages are below the national minimum monthly wage. Sand mining 
in TNGM is based on a toleransi agreement between local people and local officers, but local 
officers do not want to know the details of the activities. In practice however, the exact 
agreement as well as who are and are not allowed to mine in Jurang Jero are very unclear. It 
seems impossible to stop mining practices in Jurang Jero and to enforce park rules and 
regulations. Alternative income strategies would be needed, for instance tourism 
opportunities could be created. However, given that Jurang Jero is located in the 
Reconstruction and Mitigation zone this would currently not be an option, unless the zone is 
changed to a Utilization zone. This means that sand mining will continue to play an important 
role in the livelihood strategies of people in Ngargosoko until effective solutions are found. 
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Discussion and Conclusion 
An answer to the research question        
 
The previous three chapters explain my findings during my three months of research in 
Ngargosoko, a village located at the boundary of Merapi National Park, or Taman Nasional 
Gunung Merapi (TNGM). The main income of most families in Ngargosoko is small-scale 
sand mining. According to the written rules and regulations of TNGM, the national park is a 
conservation forest, and any activities that disturb the ecosystem are forbidden. However, 
local people were dependent on the area of the national park for their livelihoods (among 
local people this area in the national park closest to Ngargosoko is commonly known as 
Jurang Jero), before it became a national park in 2004. Sand mining became more and more 
important for the livelihoods of people from Ngargosoko and the other three villages after the 
establishment of the national park. As a consequence, national park local officials and local 
people from Ngargosoko (as well as three other villages near TNGM) formed a toleransi 
agreement which allows small-scale sand mining in kali Putih, a dry river within the 
boundaries of TNGM. 
  Based on the data collected in the field, it is possible to argue that the way Taman 
Nasional Gunung Merapi is managed is a problem in itself. The problem starts with the fact 
that local people were not happy with the decision by the government to establish Jurang Jero 
as a national park. Local people were afraid that they would lose their right to use the natural 
resources. The Indonesian Forum for Environment claims that local inhabitants were not 
consulted by the government (The Jakarta Post 2006). This shows the negative side of 
protected areas in which a central problem is that national parks cause eviction and 
displacement, and deny local people access to their sources of livelihood (Dowie 2009). This 
also confirms that the rate of acceptance of the national park is much lower than it could have 
been as conservation projects have a higher rate of acceptance and greater conservation value 
when local people are consulted and their knowledge is used (Cinner and Aswani 2007).  
 In addition, practical aspects of the management of TNGM, such as the zoning system 
and the park’s boundaries are not very clear. Some local people are unaware of these aspects 
and the national parks rules and regulations. This is not surprising given that in reality, it is 
very difficult to tell where exactly the boundaries between the national park and local 
people’s lands are located. I only find out because it is pointed out to me by the national park 
local staff with the help of a GPS. I am unsure how local people interacted with this 
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environment before the national park was established; however, there are several sides to this 
debate. Some scholars claim that local communities live (and have lived) in harmony with 
nature and therefore do not threaten their ecosystems. Others argue that local people have 
always modified their environments and can party be blamed for a decline in biodiversity, for 
instance, the extinction of certain species can be blamed on human behaviour (e.g. hunting) 
(Orlove and Brush 1996). However, Smith and Wishnie (2000) argue that conscious 
sustainable use of resources involves actions which are designed to prevent or reduce 
resource depletion and environmental damage. Voluntary sustainability by local people is 
thus rare. This means that local people are more likely to act in a sustainable way if this 
benefits their livelihoods, rather than the single objective of conservation. This can be 
interpreted in a way that local people’s first priority is livelihoods, while conservation may 
come second. In the case of TNGM, this then means that local people will not consider 
conservation of TNGM’s environment in their livelihood strategies at all, if they remain 
unaware of TNGM and its rules and regulations. 
 Although some local people are unaware of TNGM, there are others who have limited 
knowledge of the national parks rules and regulations. This ranges from not knowing exact 
details to knowing that they are allowed to mine sand, cut grass, and collect firewood. 
However, according to the national parks zoning rules, this is only allowed in the traditional 
zone. What makes it even more complicated is that Ngargosoko is located along the 
reconstruction and mitigation zone, and not a traditional zone. As the boundaries and zones of 
TNGM are impossible to locate for local people, they cut grass and gather firewood wherever 
they wish.  
 
To be able to solve above mentioned problems and to raise awareness about TNGM’s rules 
and regulations it is important to consider how this can be done and by whom. According to 
Mohammed and Inoue (2013), through decentralization and using local skills and 
information, positive social and environmental outcomes can be obtained, such as improving 
local livelihoods and conserving forests. This is because empowering local people in local 
decisions results in a more effective management system. The Ministry of Forestry has 
decentralized power and authority over TNGM to the central and local offices, but this has 
proven to be accompanied by certain problems. Although the local office has employed 
several local people as forest guards, they are public figures in Ngargosoko and have a strong 
connection with the sand-mining activities in Jurang Jero. Nathan et al. (2007) point out that 
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decision-makers are likely to exploit natural resources when this is deemed more profitable to 
than preserving them if they are not directly affected by the costs. This means that in this 
case, it is questionable whether empowering local people has resulted in a more effective 
management system. 
 Furthermore, for a national park to be managed effectively, it is important to have 
proper communication and cooperation between the different institutions involved. A big 
problem in the decentralization of power and authority over TNGM by the Ministry of 
Forestry, is that communication and collaboration between the different institutions is poor. 
In the management of the area of Merapi National Park located in Magelang (Jurang Jero), 
institutions involved are the Ministry of Forestry (and other ministries), the national park 
central office, the local office, as well as local conservation organizations. Their 
communication is bad, meaning that there are no properly organized conservation projects 
and projects to raise awareness of conservation in TNGM among local people. Various 
people from the different institutions mentioned ways to make local people aware about 
(conservation in) the national park; however, these ideas always seemed to be accompanied 
with problems concerning other institutions. For instance, there was a lack of funding, 
regulations were too strict, or it was not their area of expertise. In addition, it seems that there 
is a general lack of communication between the institutions about solving these problems. 
Although conservation activities are sometimes organized by local conservation 
organizations and external NGOs, this is not always done in coordination with other 
institutions, meaning that certain rules are not followed such as the location where trees can 
be planted or that they have to be planted five meters apart.  
 
The lack in communication and collaboration between the institutions also makes it difficult 
to collaborate on, and enforce, rules and regulations of the park. Each of them seem to have 
their own rules and ideas about the national park, resulting in the national park local office 
implementing “field policies”, such as the toleransi agreement for small-scale sand mining. 
National park local officers however, pretend not to see this livelihood activity by allowing it 
to happen outside working hours. Lipsky (1980)’s research on street-level bureaucrats can be 
related to this. He defined street-level bureaucrats as “public service workers who interact 
with citizens in the course of their jobs” (Lipsky 1980 in Rowe 2012: 11). Street-level 
bureaucrats develop systems and rules to help them in their work. Some street-level 
bureaucrats use ambiguities within rules and systems to serve others while this may not 
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always be strictly within the rules (Rowe 2012: 11). Such a case can be observed in the 
behaviour of the national park local officers of TNGM.  
As the toleransi agreement is informal and national park local officers do not want to 
be further involved, local people have control over the interpretation of this agreement. This 
has resulted in various rules associated with this agreement, such as who are allowed to mine 
in Jurang Jero, under which circumstances people are allowed to mine, the opening times of 
Jurang Jero, and the introduction of “unofficial tax”. There seems to be no control over this 
livelihood activity by those managing the national park meaning that it also seems impossible 
to stop this activity and to focus on the conservation of TNGM. However, due to the lack of 
communication and collaboration between the central office and the local office, proper 
solutions have not been found. National park central officers know about this activity and 
want it to stop but have, and provide, no solutions. In turn, the national park local officers 
cannot discontinue this livelihood activity without proper solutions because it may cause 
conflicts with local people. As many families in Ngargosoko (and the other three villages) are 
dependent on sand mining as their main source of income, it is not possible to simply forbid 
this activity.  
Alternative livelihood strategies would be needed to provide these families with other 
forms of income. Co-management can be a helpful tool in this as power and responsibility is 
shared with local people and they are involved in decision making processes (Carlsson and 
Berkes 2005). At the same time, local people can be involved in the conservation of TNGM 
as their knowledge, which is fluid, situated and resilient, can be used (Nazarea 2006). In 
addition, managing TNGM and looking for alternative livelihood strategies through co-
management would be a more effective way to enforce park rules and regulations. As Isnaini 
(2006) points out in her review of policy documents about forestry in Indonesia, biodiversity 
conservation are responsibilities of the government as well as communities, so that 
responsibilities exist at different levels.  
Important to remember however, is that local communities and the national park 
offices cannot be treated as homogeneous groups. Within communities, there may be 
divisions and power issues based on gender, ethnicity, age, or social class (Harkes 2006). For 
instance, men’s and women’s relationships with the environment can be different. Not all 
women have the same commitment towards environmental conservation, while men can also 
have this commitment. Peoples interactions with the environment should therefore be 
understood within their specific context (Agarwal 1997). My findings in the field show that 
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not all people consider sand mining as their main source of income. People have different 
livelihood strategies and relationships with their environments. Not everyone in Ngargosoko 
may thus have the same ideas about TNGM or have the same views concerning conservation 
and livelihood strategies. When considering alternative livelihood strategies to replace the 
small-scale sand mining activities in the national park, local people and their interests must 
therefore be approached as heterogeneous and not as a homogeneous static entity. 
 
Conclusion and recommendations for further research 
Through this dissertation, I have tried to find an answer to the research question ‘How do 
small-scale sand mining activities conflict with the management of Taman Nasional Gunung 
Merapi?’. This has proven to be quite complicated since the management of TNGM contains 
several problems. The main problem that stands out is that there is no effective 
communication and cooperation between the central office, local office, and local people. As 
a result, these groups have different ideas about the national park and have even implemented 
their own rules. Poor communication and lack in cooperation also means that local people are 
not involved in the management of TNGM, and there are no effective programs to raise 
awareness about TNGM and conservation among local people. Local people, specifically 
people from Ngargosoko, continue to have limited knowledge about the park’s rules and 
regulations, and rely on small-scale sand mining as their main source of income.  
 Small-scale sand mining activities then conflict with the management of TNGM 
because there seems to be no control over this livelihood activity by those managing the park. 
These sand mining activities also do not support the goals of the national park, which are to 
conserve and protect natural resources. However, sand mining activities cannot simply be 
stopped because too many people rely on this livelihood as their main source of income, and 
the central and local office have found it difficult to find and implement solutions.  
 Thus, before solutions can be found to stop small-scale sand mining in Taman 
Nasional Gunung Merapi and the focus on conservation can be increased, the different 
institutions involved in managing the national parks must first start effectively 
communication and collaborating with one another. It is important to set rules and 
regulations, and have ideas about the national park, which everyone agrees to and will follow. 
Local people can then be more effectively included in the management of Taman Nasional 
Gunung Merapi in the form of co-management. Consequently, it is possible to think about 
alternative livelihood strategies while including various local interests. 
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Towards the final stages of my field research, I realized that small-scale sand mining in kali 
Putih, at the moment, does not seem to have a very negative impact on the environment in 
Jurang Jero. I observed that trees were not cut, sand miners stayed away from the banks of 
the river and littering was minimal. As this livelihood is the main income of most families in 
Ngargosoko, it is questionable whether stopping sand-mining will have positive impacts on 
Taman Nasional Gunung Merapi’s ecosystems. For instance, if sand mining is stopped, will 
local people resort to illegal logging? For further research, I therefore recommend exploring 
the environmental impacts of small-scale sand mining in Jurang Jero, and the consequences 
of stopping this livelihood activity. I also recommend further research with a greater focus on 
the concepts of resource entitlements and endowments because they are relevant to my topic. 
The debate surrounding these concepts was too large however, and did not fit with the focus 
of my research, which is why I decided not to include it.  
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